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Notice to Reader:

This final environmental impact statement on the Northeast Resource
Management Plan (RMP) is for your review. The proposed resource

menagement plan (proposed plan) is a refinement of the preferred
alternative presented in the draft envirommental impact statement
published in April 1984. The refinements are a result of public
input on the draft. This input is presented in Chapter V of this
document. This final EIS must be read along with the draft EIS due
to the extensive referencing of this document to the draft document.

All parts of this proposed plan may be protested. Protests should
be sent to: HM Director, Bureau of Land Management, 18th and C

s s 0240 .
s W, Wiogem, T 000 cor 0 WAY 2. 1985+ A

1. The name, mailing address, telephone mumber, and interest
of the person filing the protest.

2. A statement of the issue or issues being protested.

3. A statement of the part or parts of the document being
protested.

4. A copy of all documents submitted during the plamning
process by the protesting party or the date and location
information was presented to the BLM for the record.

5. A short concise statement explaining why the Proposed Plan
of the BLM State Director is wrong.

After the protest period and the Governor's Consistercy Review, a
record of decision will be issued for all nomprotested parts of the

plan. Approval of those parts being protested will be withheld
until final action on the protest is camplete.

Sincerely yours,

'Efl;’_\ka-, MK, is_(__x-k_.-k.»\(,\/

~ ~

Area Manager

I concur:
¢ X (u;jii
District Manager

GAWiopre

Assoclate State Director
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Draft ( ) Final (X) °

Northeast Resource Area, Colorado
Lakewood, Colorado

Lead Agency

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management

Type of Actim

Administrative (X) Legislative ( )
Abstract

This final envirommental impact statement on the Northeast Resource

Management Plan describes and analyzes the proposed plan. It was
developed following a 90-day review of the preferred altemative of the
draft envirommental impact statement and except as protested will be
implemented upon issuance of a record of decision. The record of
decision will be published after the protest period on this document.

For further information contact:
Frank Young
Bureau of Land Menagement
Denver Federal Center, Bldg. 41
Denver, Colorado 80225
Telephone: (303) 2364399

Date by which protests must be received: MAY 2 4 1935
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SUMMARY

The proposed resource menagement plan for the Bureau of Land
Management (BM) administered lands and resources in the Northeast
Resource Area, Oolorado, is presented and analyzed in this
document. The proposed plan (PP) is the result of amalysis and
public coment on the five altermatives (A through E) described in
the draft resource menagement plan/environmental impact statement
published in April 1983. The reading of this document must be in
conjunction with the draft for complete understanding because this
is an abbreviated final, which frequently refers back to the draft.

PROPOSED PLAN

The proposed plan was developed after analysis of five other
altemative plans and public comment on them. Adjustments were made
in response to the apalysis findings and public input in an effort
to design a proposed plsn that best meets agency and public goals
and objectives while minimizing adverse effects as much as
possible. The major goal of the proposed plan is to tramsfer or
dispose of all surface lands with public value to public agencies.
These public agencies will be ahle to better manage the public
values for a reduced cost because of their programs in effect in
vwhich these lands fit. For example: lands within the boundary of
Golden Gate State Park, lands adjacent to U.S. Forest Service, lands
with high wildlife values in an area in need of habitat improvement,
etc. The major goal is to dispose of surface lands without public
value to nonpublic entities. The end result of this goal of
transferring or disposing of all surface land administered by the
BM would be a reduced cost to the HM, more effective management of
public values for the public, and acquisition of private values by
the private sector of the ecanomy.

Approximately 11,910 acres would be acquired by other public
agencies, 5,130 acres would be acquired by the private sector, and
23,190 acres require further study (specific review and
Public/Private) prior to actual temme adjustment. Subsurface
minersl memagement acres would increase from 591,240 to 631,270
acres since the subsurface estate is retained after the disposal of
surface.

These temme adjustments would be accomplished over the next memy
years. For this reason Iinterim management of the lands and

resources is still important. Proposed interim menagement is
sumarized below with the impacts of tenure adjustment included.

Public access to public lands would decresse from 7,450 to 7,330
acres due to disposal to private interests.

HM and other public agency lands where wildlife habitat would be
maintained or improved total 26,020 acres, and 21,380 acres of
excellent and good potential habitat will be under Federal or DOW
control.

Timber and fuelwood interim harvesting would be reduced from 380 to
306 cords per year from approximately 17,750 acres. After tenure
adjustments approximately 8,290 acres will be open to harvesting.

Disposal of anly 620 acres of water quality concern areas and flood
plains would ocaur increasing the risk of degradation. All water
sources would be protected. Soil erosion would be only slightly
higher than present, but still quite low.

Valuable open space would be protected by interim management on
15,560 acres, but disposal of 280 valushle acres would occur.
Approximately 2,630 acres would have their scenic quality reduced
slightly due to disposal and potential development.

Recreational opportunities would improve due to disposal to public
agencies that provide recreation.

Minerals development favorability would be increased by 7 percent
for locatable minerals and 1 percent for oil and gas. Salable and
coal favorability would remain the same as under the preferred
altemative.

Expected management costs would increase 17 percent from previous
years in the first 5 years; thereafter it would decrease by 67

percent.

Vegetative disturbance would be the same as under the preferred
alternative. Approximately 5,855 acres per year would be disturbed
because of interim management of forest cutting, livestock grazing,
and mineral development.

For more specific impact discussion please refer to Chapter IV:
Environmental Consequences.




CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE
RESOURCE AREA

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 2.
Errata: The number "7" was left off of the mumerical listing and
description of management zones for Zone 7.

PURPOSE AND NEED

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 2.
Add the following to the end of Purpose and Need:

The Proposed Resource Management Plan for the Northeast Resource
Area, when formally adopted, will provide a pattern around which
future management can be designed. The management pattern is set by
establishing acceptable, restricted, and umacceptable land and
resource uses for specific areas. By dividing the BIM administered
lands into these use categories for the issues, it is possible to
know what types of actions can be expected for given areas.

By involving the general public, local, state, and other Federal

agencies in developing the proposed plan, it is expected that the

best possible pattern for management will be established. All

future development and protection actions on the land will be in N

conformance with this pattern, thereby protecting the best interests ~
of the public.

Without this master plan to guide HIM actions and inform prospective
users of acceptable uses, disorganized and unresponsive actions
could result. This piecemeal approach would not imvolve interested
people nor preclude the possibility of creating irreversible

negative impacts.

THE PLANNING PROCESS

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 2 and 3.

PLANNING ISSUES AND CRITERIA

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 3.




CHAPTER |l
PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

INTRODUCTION

See the Draft RMP/FIS, page 4.
Add the following after first paragraph:

The proposed resource management plan is the sixth altemative to be
analyzed in detall during the planning process. It is developed
reflecting not only the primary goal of improving overall management
efficiency for the public lands, but also responding to other agency
and public comments on the preferred altemmative. The proposed plan
will, therefore, create better management of the resource values.
Management responsibility will be given to owners/managers more able
to take actions acceptable to those directly affected and to those
interested publics who have participated in the plamming process.
This chapter delineates the proposed resource menagement plan. It
is divided into five major sections.

ISSUE MANAGEMENT OPTIONS
CONSIDERED AND ANALYZED IN
DETAIL

See the draft RMP/EIS, pages 4 through 9.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED
PLAN

The general philosophy and overall emphasis of the proposed plan is
to change the ownership and menagement, within current policies, of
all HM administered surface estate to more appropriate entities or
individuals for the purpose of improving management efficiency.
Consultation with other Federal, state, and local agencles, as well
as the general public, has greatly contributed to these
determinations. The adjustments in land temme will be made as
fuds are available. Therefore, interim management 1is very
important and is also described under the issues 2 through 29 which
follow,

The specific management of the proposed plan is presented on a
tract-by-tract basis in Appendix B and C. At the end of this
chapter is a chart briefly describing the proposed plan and
resulting impacts. The following is a discussion of proposed
decisions made by issue.

Note: There are numerous agencies and jurisdictions with some
control over various phases of land management. Not all of these
could be included in this document. They will all be incorporated
into project design and envirommental assessments within the limits
of the Federal Land Policy and Menagement Act (FLPM\), public land
laws, and regulation.

1. LAND STATUS

All HM administered land is placed in one of three major
categories: A. Retention, B. Disposal, or C. Specific Review based
on national interest. National interest is detemmined by the
qualities inherent in the land or its use that best provides for or
satisfies present and future needs of the American people. The two
primary qualities evaluated to determine national interest are
location and the relative scarcity of goods, services, or money
capable of being produced. lLand status adjustments may be made by
exchange, transfer, or sale (or other methods that become available).

If the recommended tramsaction is unobtainable then another
method may be considered within the retention or public disposal
categories. Lands having public value (retention or public disposal
categories) may be exchanged for lands having public values of
national iInterest., (hanges may be made from the public (or
retention) category to private disposal after an envirommental
assessment review of the resource values and public involvement
determine that private values actually predominate.

A. Retention - Some values appear to be significant (i.e.,
national interest) on 4,510 acres of land, therefore, retention and
management in Federal ownership are recommended. Consultation with
Federal agencies helped determine compatibility with their programs
and acceptability of such a proposal. The U.S. Forest Service
(USFS) was determined to be the most logical manager for all except
120 acres, which have been congressionally transferred to Rocky
Mountain National Park during preparation of this plan.

B. Disposal - It is in the national interest that disposal
of 17,205 acres of land to a non-Federal entity be accomplished.
Appendix B footnotes identify if there are public or private values
for which provision must be made in the disposal transaction. In
same Instances there are significant conflicting public and private
values that will be resolved with the affected parties as a part of
the disposal transaction. Consultation with state and local
govermments and private interests helped determine where these
public and private values exist.

Thus, designation for disposal has been divided into
three categories as follows:

Public Disposal - (public values predominate)
Private Disposal — (private values predominate)

Public and/or Private Disposal ~ (both public and
private values exist).

Changes within these categories may ocaur as a result
of intensive site specific analysis that shows a greater public
benefit resulting from the action. Such changes would be made with
appropriate public review and environmental analysis.

C. Specific Review - There are 18,235 acres of land that
cannot be designated for retention or disposal without further
study, analysis, and public input. Review could be initiated by
public request, other agency interest, or by HM. There are several
reasons for this designation. One reason is the HM Mining Claim
Policy. This policy restricts disposal of lands where unpatented
mining claims exist. Other reasons include camplex ownership
patterns, rights—of-way provisions, high interest values, and
intense public concermn over future uses indicating the need for
detailed analysis and specific review. The criteria for such review
will be the same as above with contimued public involvement and
consideration of unique local conditions.

All subsurface estate falls in this category because a
mineral appraisal is required prior to determination.

The priority of land status actions would be as follows:
~ Actions requiring minimal analysis and review
~ Present applications

~ Exchange opportunities



~  Public/private value situations involving coordination
- Specific review areas
- Actions requiring extensive analysis and review

These priorities are not mutually exclusive and several will
be pursued similtaneously. The actual specific review process
agreements will be initiated fallowing issuance of the plan record
of decision. Factors that may affect the accomplishment of these

actions are finding, policy direction, unique opportunities, public
interest, etc.

Specific parcels may be conveyed ahead of the priority
schedule if significant interest is shown. All conveyance will be
preceded by any necessary cadastral survey and a falr market value
appraisal.

lands identified for specific review will require a
cooperative agreement with the USFS, State of Colorado, amd/or
appropriate local governments within 2 years. This agreement will
require public and appropriate agency participation in the parcel by
parcel review and land status change deteminations. It will
require the determinations be complete within 2 years of the
effective date of the agreements. Further, the conveyance will be
required within 5 years of the determinations.

At any time during this process, should the timetable not be
reached, the agreement will become mull and void. In those cases,
HM may pursue general sale or any other method of land status
change to effect the land conveyance out of BIM administration.

2. ACCESS

Access will not be pursued unless it becomes necessary to
obtain access for the purpose of effecting a land status change or
for some specific resource interim menagement need. If this is so
determined, negotiations will be made with the affected landowners
with the option of using the right of eminent domain to condemn for
access.

Two types of easements are possible:

- Exclusive — HM controls use and furnishes meintenance.
Public access would be regulated by HM.

= Nonexclusive — HM does not control the use of the road
and may provide partial maintenance. Public use may or may not be
penmitted.

3. WILDLIFE HABITAT

The following areas with existing habitat management plans
will continme to have those plans implemented until transfer is
complete: Riverside Reservoir, South Platte Reservoirs, and Ft.
Collins Reservoirs.

All BM adninistered surface estate is placed in one of two
following categories based on the importance of wildlife habitat:

A. Important - The goal for these 33,910 acres of land is
to maintain or improve habitat to meet the objective of the
strategic plan of the Colorado Division of Wildlife. Management may
be provided through cooperative management agreements with an
appropriate state or Federal wildlife agency or through the
development of a HM habitat management plan. The criteria used to
determine important habitat are:

(1) Threatened or endangered (T&E) species habitat.

(2) Crucial or important seasonal habitat for game
species or Federal/state high interest species.

(3) Important riparian habitat.

Likely target specles include state or Federal T&E
species such as: bald eagles, greenback cutthroat trout, white
pelicans, and greater prairie chickens; high interest species such
as bighorn sheep, browm trout, elk, and other game species; or great
blue herons, ferruginous hawks, gizzard shad, and other nongame
species.

Projects proposed could include water developments
(guzzlers, catchments, and spring developments), vegetative
manipulation (clearcuts, chaining, buming, seeding and planting),
road control (closures and seasonal restrictions), stream
improvements (gabions, log dams, trash collectors, fencing, rock
placement), and breeding habitat improvement (island stabilization
or isolation, nesting structures, and artificial reefs), etc.
Specific project design will be developed during the envirommental
analysis process and will include appropriate BLM specifications.

New wildlife habitat management plans or cooperative
management agreements will be developed for interim management.
High priority areas include: Tamarack Ranch, other areas identified
by agency or public interest, and areas identiffed by the land
status specific review process.

B. General - These 3,180 acres have no important wildlife
values currently identified. Inventories will be done to determine
if any important values are present before any major action could
ocaur. General wildlife habitat will be protected by incorporating
wildlife concerns in to the envirommental assessment of proposed
actions including the development of stipulations and mitigating

measures.

4. TIMBER AND FIREWOOD

Forest product sales will contimue on areas identified for
forest management to meet demand and maintain forest productivity.
All HM adninistered surface estate is classified in one of four
categories based on timber production capability classifications
(TPCC  inventory) and resource conflicts: A. Availahle, B.
Unavailable, C. Noncommercial, or D. Nonforest.

A. Avallable - There are 2,270 acres suitable as
intensively managed commercial forest lands “available"” for timber
harvesting. These include two forest inventory classes; nonproblem
and restricted. Nonproblem areas are easily managed for timber
production and restricted areas will require special consideration
for management.

The forest management objective for these productive
sites is to provide a sustainable timber harvest through the limits
of a yearly allowable cut. Harvesting will be accomplished through
controlled timber sales to commercial loggers and family firewood
cutters. Qutting practices will be limited to those providing for
natural regeneration of the timber stand and protection of site

productivity.

B. Unavailable — There are 15,570 acres suitable as less
intensively managed commercial forest lands crrently "unavailable”
for general timber harvesting. These include two forest inventory
classes; withdrawn—fragile gradient and adverse location.
Withdrawn—fragile gradient lands have shallow, droughty, steep and
easily erodible soils. Adverse location results from smll size,
steep slopes, and fragile soils.

The forest management objective is to protect these
productive lands from fire, pests, and disease until Ilocal
tecimology 1s available to include them for harvest in the yearly
allowable cut. Forest management will include direct pest control,
mortality salvage, fire control, and controlled harvest by firewood
cutters.



C. Noncommercial — There are 800 acres suitable as less
intensively menaged “noncommercial” forest lands unavailable for
general timber harvesting. These include the forest inventory class
withiram-low site. Thegse sites produce less than 20 cubic feet of

wood per acre per year,

The forest management objective 18 to protect these

unproductive, fragile lands from loss of forest cover. Forest

t will be limited to direct pest control, mortality
salvage, and 1imited and controlled harvest by firewood cutters.

D. Nonforest — There are 18,450 acres of land less than 10
percent stocked with commercial tree species. Generally, any

memagement of trees will be for the purpose of improving or
maintaining other resource values.

Implementation of the forestry program is made in accordance
with a 5year timber sale plan. This timber sale plan is updated
each year by the area forester. The plan designed is based on
information gained fram forest inventories, demand for specific

types of forest products by varying user groups, and limitations set
by wildlife and visual resource specialists. In addition to the

S5-year plan, small unplammed sales of forest products may be needed
to accomplish specific goals suwch as fire, insect, or disease
salvage.

Present management units in the 5-year timber sale plan in
priority are:

- 811 W Empire T.3S., R.744., Sec. 20

~ 808 Alps Momtain T.4S., R.JH., Sec. 6

- 808 Alps Mountain T.4S., R.73W., Sec. 5

- 817 Graymmt T.4S., R.7W., Sec. 16 & 21

~ 602 Ward T.IN., R.74d., Sec. 1 & 12

- 809 Silver Momtain T.3S., R.74W., Sec. 25

~ 809 Silver Momtain T.4S., R.7MW., Sec. 4

- 904 Crocked Top Mountain T.6S., R.73., Sec. 35

- 812 M M T.3S-, Ro7mo, &' 20 & 29

Priorities can be changed by delays resulting from layout
problems, lack of access, public concem, etc., Other units with

available acreage may be added during the anmual adjustments.

5. LIVESTOCK GRAZING

Advance notice of eventual grazing privilege cancellation is
hereby given to all lessees. Individual notifications (2 years in
advance) will be made prior to actual cancellation actlmns on a
case-by-case basis. All leases, on normal temmination, will be
rmaedanmxallyifappmpriatemtilﬂmltmureclmge. Any new
leasesgrantedmlbereviewedforrmmlmnuyandleasedm
ﬂleagree:mtﬂntcancellatimmyocmratanytjmastemme
changes are worked out.

All grazing in the Northeast Resource Area falls under
Sectin 15 of the Taylor Grazing Act. Lleases will only be issued
when the applicant meets qualifications described in 43 CFR 4110
including being a U.S. citizen; being a commercial 1ivestock
operator; and having base property to support the livestock.

All HM administered surface estate is placed in one of
three categories:

A. leased - There are 5,385 acres currently leased for
livestock grazing. Custodial level menagement provides for use up
to the grazing capacity as detemmined by field examination with

adjustments made if necessary after momitoring. The grazing o
public land occurs in conjmction with the lessees normal
operation. Improvements are generally operator initiated,
developed, and maintained. Examples of improvements include, but
are not limited to; fences and water developments such as stock
water impoundments and spring develomments. Monitoring of grazing
use, range condition, and trend will provide indications of needed
improvements or possible changes in grazing use.

B. Open - After application by a qualified livestock
operator, suitability of leasing for grazing of these acres is
detenmined through the envirommental assessment process.

Criteria used in this detemmination, which could
preclude grazing are:

(1) Slopes greater than 50 percent.

(2) Further than 4 miles to water on the plains; 1
mile in the Front Range.

(3) Soil surface factor (erosion susceptibility)
greater than 60.

(4) Forage production requiring more than 32 acres per
animal unit month

(5) Land ownership or control for a logical lease wumit.
(6) Conflicts with other resources.

Application of these criteria may result in a decision
that the land is unsuitable for grazing; the application would be
rejected and the area reclassified to category C; or sultable for
grazing, the lease would be granted, and the area reclassified to

category A.

C. Closed - These lands are not avallable for grazing.
They are either unsuitable using the criteria listed under B above,
have no potential, or have more value for other uses not compatible
with grazing. Applications for grazing use on these lands will not

be accepted.

6. WATER QUALITY AND FLOODPLAINS

All HM administered surface estate is placed in one of two
categories based on the need for special management:

A. Concern Area - These 23,880 acres are in need of
menagement actions to correct pollution or maintain quality. These
areas include watersheds which: 1) do not meet State of Colorado
water quality standards, 2) are mmicipal watersheds, 3) contain
significant 100-year flood plain hazards, or 4) other government
entities identified as critical for cooperative plamning. Practices
may include removal or modification of pollution sources, monitoring
for potential sources, and limitatims or preventative measures on
uses or actlons that may result in pollution. Modifications and
developments within the 100-year flood plain must not interfere with
the natural bemeficial functions of the flood plain nor create
hazards to life or property without proper mitigation. All projects
will be designed to include general preventative practices discussed
below.

B. General - Impacts to water quality on these acres will
be minimized by stipulations in project design. Preventative
practices such as nmoff control devices, proper logging practices,
proper road location and design, maintenance of wvegetative cover,
and confinement and treatment of pollutants will be included to
minimize potential pallution. Projects will be inspected to assure
that compliance with flood plain restrictions described above are
included when needed.



Protection of critical watersheds and flood plains will go
into effect immediately. Documents transferring title or management
will contain a contimuing protection stipulation: General water
quality preventative practices will also go into immediate effect.

7. WATER SOURCES

All water rights and seven known water sources on public
land will be menaged according to Colorado water law. Minimum
stream flows adjudicated to the Colorado Water Comservation Board
are generally sufficlent for HM needs. Non~HM vested water rights
will be recognized, respected, and protected. Water rights to
sources needed for HM management purposes will be acquired
according to Colorado water law. Water rights acquired by HBM
and/or its licensees will not cause hamm to other vested water

rights.

8. SOIL EROSION

All HM administered surface estate is in ane of four
categories: A. Problem Area, B. Stable/Slight, C. Moderate, or D.
Critical/Severe based on existing erosion problems and erosion
hazard,

A. Problem Area — These 850 acres of land are in need of
special corrective management actions to arrest umacceptable soil
loes, restore soil stability, and return soil productivity.
Practices such as vegetation establistment, soil additives, road
construction limitations and standards, mining controls, off-road
vehicle restrictions, etc., may be necessary. Amual monitoring of
the erosion condition will identify the need for more intense
actions.

B.. Stable/Slight - There are 32,310 acres in the stable
and slight erosion hazard category. The soils are free or
relatively free of limitations that affect intended uses or proposed
projects, or the limitations are easily overcome. After
construction of any project, amnual monitoring checks for erosion
will identify the need for any actions.

C. Moderate — There are 3,930 acres with moderate ercveion
hazard. The soils have limitations imposed by topography, water
table, soil texture, soil depth, plant mutrient deficiencies,
stones, etc. These limitations can usually be overcome through
project design during envirommental assessment and the incorporation
of best management practices. After construction of any project,
anmual monitoring checks for erosion will identify the need for any
actions.

D. Critical/Severe - No acres with critical or severe
eroeion hazard were identified. ‘These soils have extreme
limitations imposed by steep topography, high water table, stream
flooding, unfavorable soil texture and pH, shallow depths, lack of
nutrients, mumerous stones, etc. Sophisticated care is needed in
project design during environmental assessment and precise use of
best management practices is required to minimize soil 1loss.
Usually high costs are associated with management actions. After
project completion a monitoring check immediately following the next
period of risk (period of heavy runoff) and annually thereafter will
identify the need for further action.

Identified problem areas will be managed for immediate
correction. Preventative practices will be included in all proposed
actions according to the identified erosion hazard rating. The
results of these practices will be monitored, also according to the
erosion hazard rating. '

9. AGRICULTURAL USE

All HM administered surface estate is in one of two
categories based on avallability for agricultural use:

A. Open — No public lands were foud to be prime or unique
according to the states publication "Important Farmlands of Colorado
State.” ILocally suitable agricultural crop production lands will be
identified by camparing agricultural value to the other resources
pregent. If the applied for area 1s found suitable, use will be
authorized by lease or sale. Agricultural use will be permitted on
an anmmual basis with the stipulation that cancellation may be
imposed at any time as tenure changes are worked out.

B. Closed - These lands are not available for agricultural

use. They are either unsuitable, lack potential, or are more
valuable for other uses. Applications will not be accepted.

10. WILDFIRE

All BM administered surface estate 18 In one of two
categories, based on the type of wildfire protection needed:

A. Cooperative - The prevention and suppression of
wildfire is accomplished on 22,520 acres by either a memorandum of
understanding or a cooperative agreement, which will include:

(1) Parties involved.

(2) Purpose.

(3) Authorities.

(4) Agreement items and responsibilities.
(5) A provision for anmnual review.

(6) A savings clause to cover funding changes or
cancellation.

(7) Reimbursement clauses defined.
Cocperative agreements for wildfire protection will be
made immediately and followed wntil cancellation upon temme change.
B. General - Wildfire protection through a special
cooperative agreement is historically not considered necessary on

these acres of surface estate because of the rarity of fire
ocarrence, If a fire ocomrs reimbursement may be provided to the

appropriate suppression agency(s).

11. PRESCRIBED BURNING

All acres are in the "A. Open" category. Proposals for
prescribed burning will be reviewed through the environmental
assessment process to detemine acceptability and to design the burn
project. Criteria used in this review include:

=~ An earlier successional stage of vegetation is
beneficial.

- A reduction of fuel hazard is needed.

- Manipulation of specle composition is needed.
~ Reduction of noxious weeds can be achieved.
- No private property is threatened.

- Fire danger is less than or equal to Class IIT
(moderate).

-~ Smoke dispersal must be acceptable and permit obtained.
— Other resource values mst be fully considered.



12. OPEN SPACE

All HM administered surface estate is placed in ane of two
categories, based on the need to protect the open space value:

A. Important — Management of 16,280 acres will provide the
open space values of aesthetics and natural beauty. This is done in
areas surrounded or encroached by residential structures and/or
urban growth. Management is to retain the natural appearance and
provide a park-like area in an otherwise developed area.

B. General - On 20,810 acres special open space protection
is mot needed. Projects will be acceptable that consider the

surromnding land uses, state and local plans, and public preferences.

13. SCENIC QUALITY

Scenic quality is protected by identifying visual resource
management classes for all public lands, and incorporating the class
standards into design of management actions during environmental
analysis.

A. Class I ~ No public land was identified in this class,
vhich provides primarily for natural ecological change and any
menagement activity should not attract attention. This class is
mostly applied to wilderness areas, wild and scenic rivers, and
simtlar situations.

B. Class IT - Any menagement activity performed on this
13,970 acres should not be evident in the characteristic landscape.
Although the activity may be seen, it should not attract attentio.

C. Class II1 — Management activity on this 12,600 acres
may be seen (evident) and attract some attention, but should remain
subordinate to the surrounding landscape. The surrounding landscape
should still be that which draws the eye, not the management
activity.

D. Class IV -~ Any management activity performed on this
10,520 acres may be the dominant feature in the landscape in terms
of scale (size) but should repeat the basic characteristics (fomm,
line, color, texture) of the landscape, i.e., in a city of linear
straight edged buildings a rounded structure would not be
appropriate.

E. Class V - This class applies to areas where the natural
character has been disturbed to a point where rehabilitation is
needed to bring back the original or natural landscape. No areas
were identified on public land.

These classes will be used a8 an evaluation tool considered
with other issues and values during site specific analysis.

14. RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES

The general management of recreation opportunities within
the resource area will be of the extensive (dispersed) type.
Intensive or special recreation management areas will be identified
and managed according to a permit or site specific plan.

All HM administered surface estate is in one of five
categories: A. Semlprimitive nonmotorized (SPNM), B. Semiprimitive
motorized (SPM), C. Roaded natural (RN), D. Rural (R), or E. Urben
(U) based on the types of experiences that can be achleved from
perticipation, the varlety of activities, and the environmental
setting. There are no primitive (P) areas on public land in the
resource greas. These are areas lying more than 3 miles from the
nearest point of motor vehicle access, having unmodified landscapes,
where there 1s little evidence of other people, and that are almost
completely free of management controls. The primary determinant of
these recreation opportunity classes is the setting. The overall
enviromment in which recreation occurs influences specific types of

activities that can occur and ultimately determines the resulting
types of experiences. The setting is formulated using a mmber of
factors such as remoteness, size, amomt of landscape alteration or
development, the mumber and visibility of recreation wusers,
management constraints, etc.

Six broad types of classes of recreation opportunities have

been recognized on a contimam or spectrum ranging from largely
natural and low use areas to highly developed and intensively used
areas.

A, SPWM (Semiprimitive nommwtorized) - Management
techniques will maintain 360 acres characterized by a predaminantly
unmodified natural enviromment of a size or location that provides a

good to moderate opportunity for isolation from sights and sounds of
man., The area is large enough to pemit ovemight foot travel
within the area and presents opportunity for interaction with the
natural envirooment with moderate challenge, risk, and use of a high
degree of outdoor skills.

B. SPM (Semiprimitive motorized) - Management techniques
on these 10,780 acres include lowkey onsite controls and
regulations that effectively prevent resource damage by wehicle
use. Some minimal facilities for user safety and protection of
resource values are provided. Low to moderate intergroup contacts
occur. Motorized use is permitted and provided by maintenance of
primitive roed or motorized trail systems. Some road/trail
construction occurs to ephance recreation travel opportunity. Roads
may be closed seasonally for the benefit of other resources.

This class provides/maintains areas characterized by
predominantly ummodified natural envircoment in a location that
provides good to moderate isalation from sights and souds of man
except for facilities/travel routes sufficient to support motorized
recreational travel opportunities, which present at least moderate

challenge, risk, and a high degree of skill testing.

C. RN (Roaded Natural) - Management techniques on these
13,270 acres provide onsite controls and regimentation that provide
searity. Rustic facilities are provided for user convenience,
safety, and resource protection. Management actions may include
enhancement, site hardening, and other activities. Developed sites
provide for moderate density. Other resource activities hammonize
with the overall sense of natural surroundings.

These areas are characterized by a predominantly natural
enviromment with evidence of moderate permanent altemation of
resources and resource utilization. Evidence of the sights and
souvs of men is moderate, but in hamony with the natural
environment. Opportunities exist for both social interaction and
moderate isolation for sights and sounds of man.

D. R (Rural) - Mmnagement teclmiques on these 11,520 acres
include extensive facilities, both public and private, designed for
high density use. Facilities are keyed to specific activities, and
to intensive motorized use and parking. High density use provides
opportunity for social interaction, not for isolation. Visitor
activities are frequently restricted to prevent envirommental or

facility damage.

This class provides/maintains areas characterized by a
substantially modified natural environment. Sights and sounds of
man are evident. Renewable resource modification and utilization
practices enhance specific recreation activities or provide soil and
vegetative cover protection.

E. U (Urban) - These 1,160 acres are characterized by
umatural, highly modified, and highly modermized surroundings.
Degign is for intensive use and user comfort and convenience.

Urban opportinities may occur as part of the support
facilities for other intensive recreation development on HM lands.
However, development should be made by the private sector.



These class names merely suggest the kinds of recreation
opportwmities common to each type of area, but they are not
campletely descriptive by themselves. For example, the title
"Senti primitive Motorized” does not mean that areas so classified are
necessarily utilized by off-road vehicles, though they may be.
Instead, this classification simply describes areas that contain
primdtive motor vehicle access routes and where mumbers of public
users are low and dispersed.

The entire resource area is open to off-road wvehicle (CRV)
uses except for 132 acres just south of Ward (Unit No. 602 southem
portion). But other areas may be limited to ORV use on a
site-by-site basis when limitations are identified and the need
arises.

15. CULTURAL RESOURCES

All HM administered surface estate is placed in one of six
categories:

A. National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or a
National Historic Landmark. Management of 3,040 acres will be
according to regulations in 36 CFR 800, in the Historic Sites Act
(Public Law 292, 74th Congress), and in the Archaeological
Protection Act of 1979. Satisfaction of these regulations may
inclide: preservation/avoidance, restoration/stabilization, limited
excavation/recordation, interpretation, and protection/maintenance.

B. State/local — These 8,770 acres are recognized by the
Qolorado Historical Soclety or by local historical societies as
having state and local significance, but do not necessarily qualify
for the National Register. Although these areas and sites should
ideally retain their integrity and intrinsic values, adverse
management actims are discretionary and will be done in
consultation with state and local iInterests as appropriate.
Possible management actions include:

= Fomal determination of eligibility for NRHP
- Preservation/avoidance

- Restoration/stabilization

~  Excavation/recordation

- Interpretation

~  Protection/maintenance

= Removal/destruction

C. Limited — These 990 acres are areas of limited local
significance and concern to local residents and organizations.
Management decisions may include those actions listed above and
would be in consultation with the appropriate interests.

D. High - These 20,030 acres have high potential for the
discovery of cultural values based on Class I inventories and other
sources of information. These areas would usually be approached

with a Class ITT inventory (100 percent) before being disturbed (BM
Menual 8111).

E. Low — These 4,260 acres have exhibited a medium or low
potential for cultural values through Class I or limited inventories

and would be approached through Class II inventories as defined in
HM Manual 8111.

F. Nooe - Presently, there are no areas, based on adequate
survey, without cultural values of consequence and of no further
apparent interest for the management of cultiral resources. The
appropriate action for areas of this type would be occasional
monitoring for subsurface data.

Fnown sites will be protected consistent with their
designated significance. On public lands unknown sites would be
identified and protected by clearance on all projects prior to
development or during the land status specific review process. The
clearances are made according to the identified potential. On

NRHP listed, or eligible for listing, site is present in the area of
proposed operations and the surface owner consents.

16. PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES

Protection of paleontologic resources on public lands will
be assured by project surveys prior to developments causing surface
disturbance. The surveys will be completed as a part of the
environmental assessment process on project proposals. On
subsurface estate cultural resource clearances are necessary for
surface disturbing activities where there 1s a reason to believe an
NRHP listed, or eligible for listing, site is present in the area of
proposed operations and the surface owner consents.

All HM administered surface estate is in one of four
categories, based on the potential for finding valuable fossils:

These classifications are subject to change if more detailed
site specific information is obtained.

A. Class Ia - No areas were found in this category.
Immediate detailed followp study 18 needed. Foesils of scientific
interest are exposed on the surface or are very likely to be
discovered with detailed fieldwork in the area. This classification
is used for site specific localities having sclentifically
significant fossils. As such sites are discovered, the following

management practices will be implemented.
(1) Preservation by avoidance or stabilization

(2) COollecting and interpretation through excavation
by qualified paleontologists.

B. Class Ib - These 800 acres have high potential for
sclentifically significant fossils. In these areas, a
paleontological evaluation will be done by a geologist, on a
case~-by-case basis, prior to any surface disturbing activity. These
evaluations will change this classification to Class Ia, Class II,
or Class III, as appropriate.

C. Class II — There is evidence of fossils for these 7,570
acres, but the presence of any with scientific value has not been
estahlished and is not anticipated. Detailed study my be desirable
in the future for the evaluation of all types of fossil collecting.
This classification may identify recreational values in fossils.

D. Class III - There is little likelihood of finding
fossils of scientific value on these 28,730 acres. No further
considerations of fossils is necessary unless future discoveries
require a change of classification.

17. GEOLOGIC FEATURES AND HAZARDS

All HM adwinistered surface estate i1s in one of two
categories, based on the presence or suspected presence of
significant geologic features or hazards:

A. Concem Area - Presence of significant geologic
features or hazards is known or suspected on these 6,630 acres.
Management actions will be based on field investigations to develop
surface protection requirements for preserving the sclentific and
scenic values of significant geologic features. Field
Investigations and possible detailed engineering studies will be
made to avold or mitigate problems due to geologic hazards. When
management actions are considered for suwch an area, they will
inclunde protective stipulations.



B. None - Ocaurrence of significant geologic features or
hazards is uwknown in the 30,460 acres on these area. Fleld
investigations during the environmental analysis process and/or new
information about features or hazards could change the
classification to (A) above.

18. LOCATABLE MINERALS

All HM administered surface estate and appropriate
subsurface estate is in e of three categories, based on
availability for the location of mining claims and mineral

development:

A. Available - Mining claims may be located on these
103,290 acres of surface and subsurface. If a discovery of valusble
mineral is made and other requirements in 43 CFR 3860 are met, the
claims may be patented. Until patent is issued, mineral operations
are regulated through surface management regulations in 43 CRR
3809. The purpose of these regulatioms is to establish procedures
to prevent umecessary or undue degradation of Federal lands
resulting from operations authorized by the mining laws. Reasanable
reclsmation of lands disturbed by such mining operations is also
required. Three categories of compliance are defined by the
regulations depending on the level of mining activity contemplated
by the mining claiment: (1) Negligible surface disturbemce, is
defined as “casual use.” No notification nor approval is required
for such operations, however, they may be monitored to ensure that
umecessary and undue degradation of Federal lands does mot occur
and that disturbed areas are reclaimed. (2) Mining operations that
involve surface disturbance (greater than “casual use™) of less:than
5 acres per year require the filing of a Notice of Intent at least
15 days in advance of operations. Approval of this notice is not
required; however, consultation and field examination may be
required to ensure the prevention of umecessary and undue
degradation of Federal lands. When reclamstion of the disturbed
area has been completed, notification is required so an inspection
of the area can be made. For details on the content of a Notice ‘and

operating standards, see regulations 43 CFR 3809-1-3 (c), (d) iand
Q@. (3)1faud.n:|ngopemtimistodismrbmretlm5acresper
year, or is in certain special category lands (i.e., off-road

vehicle closures, withdrawn lands, areas of critical envirommental
concern), a Plan of Operations is required. The same operating
standards as required under (2) Notice of Intent apply, but the plan
is subject to approval. Bonding of the operator may be required to
ensure the prevention of umecessary and undue degradation of
Federal lands and the completion of reclamation. An envirommental
analysis of the proposed operations is required prior to approval of
the Plan of Operations. Failure of an operator to camply with these
regulations and avold umecessary and undue degradation of Federal
lands will subject the operator to a Notice of Noncompliance, and,
if necessary, court action. It should be noted that 43 CFR 3809
regulations do not apply to subsurface estate.

All mining operations are also subject to other
applicahle Federal, state, and local requirements.

B. Concem Area -~ These 103,850 acres of surface: and
subsurface are open to locatim of mining claims as noted above but
other important resource values have been identified. Emphasis: will
be placed on preserving these values or mitigating damage to these
resources through the 43 CFR 3809 surface memagement regulations
described under (A) above.

C. Closed — These 105,850 acres of surface and subsurface
are or should be closed or restricted from the location of mining
C].Bim. '

In Appendix B, "closed” indicates lands that should be
withirawn from the location of mining claims for the protectimn of
other resource values, vta:ldnemﬂ.dbeirrepemblyhamdbythe
developmtoflocatahlendmrals

In Appendix C, "closed” may indicate acquired surface
estat:evtmenomllylmh]emima]smstbeleasedmdingto
regulations found at 43 CFR 3500.

v

19. SALABLE MINERALS

All HM administered surface estate and appropriate
subsurface estate 18 in one of three categories, based on the degree
that the land is open to application for salable mineral development:

A. Open - Mineral materials may be sold upon application
and after approval of an operating plan and an envirommental
asgsessment on these 108,324 acres of surface and subsurface.
Fnvironmental protection stipulations and reclamation requirements
are made a part of the approved plan and permit as site-specific
conditions warrant. Procedures are guided by regulations found in
43 CFR 3600 and HM Manual 3600, Mineral material disposals are not
made vwhere it is determined that the aggregate damages to public
lands and resources will exceed the benefits derived from such
disposal, or the land is encumbered by an unpatented mining claim,

B. Concemn Area - These 138,160 acres of surface and
subsurface are also open, but other important resource values have
been identified. Site-specific stipulations will be required to
protect these resource values. If impacts to these values caused by
mineral material extraction cammot be satisfactorily mitigated, the
application will be rejected.

C. Closed — These 103,240 acres of surface and subsurface
have other identified resource values that would suffer unacceptable
ard irreparable damage should mineral material extraction take
place. Applications for these areas will not be accepted.

20. COAL RESOURCES

All BIM administered surface estate and appropriate
subsurface estate are in e of four categories, based on the
potential for coal resources, and the suitability for development:

Lands are suitable if (1) none of the 20 unsuitability
criteria apply, or (2) there are exceptions to all applicable
unsultability criteria.

The following unsultability criterla (exceptions and
exemptions not 1listed) protect:

"l. All Federal lands included in the following land
systems or categories: National Park System,
National Wildlife Refuge System, National System
of Trails, National Wilderness Preservation
System, National Wild and Scenic Rivers System,
National Recreation Areas, land acquired with
mney derived from the Land and Water
Conservation Fund, National Forests, and Federal
lands in incorporated cities, towns and villages.

"2. Federal lands within rights—of-way or easements
or included in surface leases for residential,
comercial, industrial, or other public purposes,
or federally-owned surface used for prime
agricultural crop production.

"3. land within 100 feet of the outside 1line of the
right-ofway of a public road or within 100 feet
of the outside 1line of the rights—of-way of a
public road or within 100 feet of a cemetery, or
within 300 feet of any public building, school,
church, comumity, or institutional building.

"4, Federal lands designated as wilderness study
areas and under review by the Administration and
the Congress for possible wilderness designation.



"8.

"9,

"10.

"12.

"14 L]

"16.

“18.

Scenic Federal 1lands designated by visual
Tesource management analysis as Class I (areas of
outstanding scenic quality or high visual
sensitivity).

Federal 1lands under permmit by the surface
menagement agency that are being used for
scientific studies involving food and fiber
production, natural resources, or technology
demonstrations and experiments (except where
mining could be conducted in such ways as to
erhance, not jeopardize, the purposes of the
study).

All districts, sites, buildings, structures, and
objects of historic, architectwural,
archaeological, or cultural significance on
Federal lands are included in, or eligihle for,
inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Places, and an appropriate buffer zone around the

outside boundary of the designated property.

Federal lands designated as natural areas or as
National Natural Landmarks.

Federally-designated critical habitat for
threatened or endangered plant or animal species
and habitat for Federal threatened or endangered
species determined by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the surface management agency to be
of essential value and where the presence of

threatened or endangered species has been
scientifically documented.

Federal land containing habitat determined to be
critical or essential for plant or animal species
listed by a state pursuant to state law as

endangered or threatened.

An active bald or golden eagle nest site on
Federal lands and an appropriate buffer zone
around the nest site.

Bald and golden eagle roost and concentration
areas on Federal lands used during migration and

wintering.

Federal 1lands containing an active faleon
(excluding kestrel) cliff nesting site and a
buffer zone of Federal land around the nesting
site.

Federal lands that are high priority habitat for
a migratory bird of high Federal interest on a
reglonal or national basis as detemmined jointly
by the surface mamagement agency and the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service.

Federal lands on which the surface menagemenc
agency and the state jointly agree are fish and
wildlife habitat for resident species of high
interest to the state and which are essential for

maintaining these priority wildlife species.

Federal lands in riverine, coastal, and special
flood plains (100~year recurrent interval).

Federal lands that have been committed by the
surface management agency to mmicipal watersheds
use.

Federal lands with national resource waters as
identified by_ states in thelr water quality
management plans.
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"19, Federal 1lands identified by the surface
management agency, in consultation with the state
in which they are located, as alluvial valley
floors where mining would interrupt, discontinue,
or preclude farming.

"20. Federal lands in a state to which is applicable a
criterion (1) proposed by the state and (2)

adopted by rulemsking by the Secretary. None
have been estahlished.”

The Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977
(SMRA) mandates that the Secretary of the Interior review all
Federal lands for unsuitability and that citizens be allowed to
petition for and against designation of lands as wnsuitable.
Consequently, under SMCRA, the Department of Interior has procedures
to apply unsuitabdlity criteria both as part of a comprehensive
Federal lands review and as part of a petition process.

A. Suitable - There are 97,440 acres within known
recoverahle coal resource areas (KRCRA) or other areas that, as the
result of applying the criteria, were assessed as sultable for coal
leasing as in 43 CFR 346l and summarized above.

B. Open - These 176,090 surface and subsurface acres are
open to application for coal leasing. These areas are not within a
KRCRA, nor is there any interest, but there is some coel potential.
The msuitability criteria have not been applied. If an application
is received, the 20 unsuitability criteria described above will be
applied by a plaming analysis or amendment. Those areas unsuitable
with no potential for mitigation (exceptions and exemptions) will
not be leased; otherwise a lease will be granted.

C. Unsuitable — These 11,600 acres of subsurface were
found to be unsultable for coal leasing under the 20 unsuitability
criteria. Applications may be filed but will be rejected unless

exceptions to the criteria apply.

In colum C of Appendix C certain symbols are used to
indicate which of the unsuitability criteria apply. A ™+" (plus)
indicates bullding property (Criteria 3) conditionally unsuitable
because the applicahle are applied only when actual coal
leaging is imminent. A "0" (zero) indicates conditionally
wsuitable because 100-year flood plains and/or alluvial valley
floors (Criteria 16 and 19). An "*" (asterisk) indicates wildlife
habitat that is conditionally wmsuitable (Criteria 9 through 15).
Further study and application of exceptions may render these areas
suitahle.

D. None - These 314,330 acres of surface do not contain
coal beds of the Denver and/or Laramle Formations and are,
therefore, closed to application.

An application to lease cosl will initiate the necessary
processing procedures prior to lease issuance. Unsuitable lands
will not have leases issued umless the applicant can specifically
prove the rationale for the unsuitability determination no longer
exists. Open lands will be acceptable for application, but will
require complete envirommental analysis including unsuitability
criteria application prior to lease issuance. Applications will not
be accepted on lands identified as having no potential. Surface
ower consent is required as a part of nommal lease processing.
Only consultation is required when processing preference right lease
applications.

21. OIL AND GAS RESOURCES

All HM administered surface estate and appropriate
subsurface estate is in one of five categories: A. Standard, B.
Seasanal, C. Yearlong (no surface occupancy), D. Open, or E.
Unsuitable, based on the need for stipulations to protect other
resource values.



Categorization of lands for ofl and gas leasing and
development was accomplished through the Northeast Resource Area Oil
and Gas Umbrella Fnvirommental Assessment, 00~050-82-NE-10, (C-24793,
completed April 1982. Consult this document for more detail on oil

and gas.

A. Standard - These 210,410 acres of surface and
subsurface may be leased and developed for oil and gas with the
standard stipulations included in leases and other standard
gsite-specific stipulations included in any use authorization.
Existing contractual contrals (lease form, operating regulations,
operating orders, and notice to lessees) provide substantial
latitude within which the Bureau may require modification to the
siting, design and timing of operations on leaseholds thereby
protecting surface resources by contralling surface disturbance and
reclamation. Specific conditions generally relate to the location
of drilling, wehicle wuse, and improvements. Protection of
drainages, waterbodies, springs, wildlife habitat, steep slopes, and
fragile soils is required. Activities that may adversely affect

these values will be suspended if and when necessary. Significant
cultural resources must be evaluated and adverse impacts mitigated.

B. Seasonal (seasonal no surface occupancy) — All of the
requirements listed above also apply to this category of land.
However, In addition, these 83,830 acres of surface and subsurface
have certain values identified that require drilling activities take
place only during a certain portin of the year. These values
inclide recreation and important wildlife habitat. Seasomal
stipulations do not apply to maintenance nor operation of producing

wells. An amual exception may be specifically authorized in
writing by the HM District Manager.

In Appendix C, colum B, the following mmbers are used to

identify the permitted time perfod for drilling operations and the
rationale for the restriction.

Development

Number  Permitted Time Period Rationale
1 4/1 - 12/15 Mule deer
2 71 -1215 Bighorn sheep & mule deer
3 71 -12/15 Bighom sheep & elk
4 81 - 3/3 Wild turkey
5 415 - 11/15 Bald eagle
6 10A - 3/15 White pelican
7 71 - 3/3 Waterfowl
8 715~ 3/28 Greater prairie chicken
9 71 - 2015 Raptors
10 10/15 - 5/15 Recreation protection
1n 7/1 - 4/ Elk calving

C. Yearlong (no surface occupancy) - TLese 12,740 acres of
surface and subsurface have resource values of sufficient importance
to disallow any oil and gas activity on the surface if the surface
camot be physically occupied (e.g. reservoirs). Such a lease may
be issued for “drainage,” i.e., a well adjacent to these lands may
drain ofl and/or gas from under the leased area. In umsual
circumstances, a well may be slant-drilled from a location adjacent

directly under the leased lands. Exceptimns to this limitation may
be specifically approved by the HM District Manager.

D. Open - ihese 57,180 acres of surface are open to lease
application for a caseby-case review. When a lease application is
received, these lands are considered for an offer to lease after a
specific suitability determination is made. Then the lands will be
placed in one of the other categories. This procedure is necessary
because of insufficient resource information (possihly requiring a
field examination) or the necessity to coordinate with or obtain the
consent of other Federal, state, or local agencies.

E. Unsuitable - These 1,870 acres of surface and
subsurface camnot be leased nor developed. Areas are designated for
00 leasing where subsidence due to the withdrawml of oil and gas may
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be a hazard to surface structures (such as large dams). Regulations
in 43 CR 3101..1-1(b)(3) prchibit leasing within incorporated
cities, toms, and villages. Areas withdram from the mineral
leaging laws by executive or ocongressional actions are also
unsuitable. An application for lease on any of these lands will be
rejected. If previously leased, development of the existing lease
will be subject to necessary development stipulations to mitigate
posible envirommental damage and provide for safety of operations
vhile still allowing development to proceed.

22. AIR QUALITY

All public lands are in the "A. General” (attaimment or
unclasasified areas) category, where Federal Prevention of
Significant Deterioration Class II or Colorado State Category II
standards apply. Proposed projects are evaluated for air pollution
impacts through the environmental assessment process including
consultation with the Colorado Air Pollution Contral Division as
appropriate. Projects will be designed to minimize air pollutants
and will be monitored by the Colorado Air Pollution Control Division
to assure that standards are not exceeded.

The Ambient Air Quality Standards set the maximm level
above which air pollutant concentrations are not to exceed. Areas
that consistently exceed the standard are classified "nonattainment”
and a program must be implemented by which pollutants will be
reduced to a point below the maximm standard.

23 ROAD AND TRAIL STANDARDS

No road nor trail construction or maintenance is
anticipated. If a special case is identified adherence to Bureau
standards will be as in the "A., General” category. A detailed
explanation of road and trail minimm standards is in the HM
Marmual. Briefly, all HM roads and trails will be engineered for
durability, safety, and expected use. They will be designed to
provide adequate drainage and minimdze soil erosion. Surfacing will
bedmeasocnditimsmrranttomettheabovemglneeﬁ.ngmd
design objectives. Counties will be consulted on road comstruction
and maintenance and their standards will be met or exceeded for
permanent transportation system roads.,

24. PEST CONTROL

When prevention fails, direct contral will be tsken as areas
are identified. All HM administered surface estate is in the "A.
General”™ category. Areas requiring pest cmtral will be identified
by: (1) site specific insect and disease surveys as outlined by
entamlogy reports from the Rocky Mountain Experimental Station,
USFS Integrated Pest Management, and HM; (2) mmber of acres,
location, and specles for each infestation; (3) requests for
cooperative control. Priority is given to locations near private
property, parks, scenic roadways, etc., and when surrounding lands
are in jeopardy of being infected.

Actions and restrictions to prevent and protect the forest
resource from loss, based on the above requirements, include:

- Silvicultural methods that manipulate species composition,
density, and age to reduce chance of insect or disease infestation.

= Prompt removal and salvage of diseased trees to prevent
further infestations including selective cut, patch cuts, or
clearcuts as directed by sound logging methods.

~ Application of pesticides as a last resort based on current
EPA restrictions on chemicals and in accordance with the Federal
Tnsecticide, Pungicide, and Rodenticide Act of 1972 (FIFRA).

- Introduction of biological control when economically and
eeologieallyfeasd.ble.



BM will cooperate with private and public landowners on
group projects in controlling noxious weeds on public lands.

25. USE APPLICATIONS

All HM administered surface estate is in the "A. General”
category. Applicatimns for various uses will be processed on an
individual basis; each will be analysed for:

- Adjoining land uses;
— Legal access;

- Conflicting resource values;
- Public need;
-~ Highest and best use of the land;

~  Coordination with state and comty agencles (e.g. land use
plans, zoning authority).

All will be handled in a timely mamner with targeted
response time as follows:

- Rights—of-Way — 30 to 60 days, plus 45-day comment period;
- Leases (R&PP & 302) - 130 to 150 days;

- Pemmits (TUPs) ~ 15 to 45 days.

26. PUBLIC INFORMATION

All HM administered surface estate is in the "A. General"

category. Signing, publicity campaigns, maps, and educational
exercises may be used to increase public knowledge of public land
use and location as necessary.

Areas having legal public access will be signed according to
the fallowing criteria:

- Lands with public recreational opportunities not in conflict
with other resource uses will be signed along all boundaries.

- Those lands not meeting objectives above will be marked at
the road or trail entrance and exit of the public land.

27. UNAUTHORIZED USE

Elimination of wnauthorized use will follow the trespass
action plan. Disposal may be used to legalize occupancy trespass
when appropriate.

All BM surface estate is in the "A. General™ category.
Elimination of wunauthorized uses of the public lands is an ongoing
objective. A trespass action plan has been prepared and guides the
abatement program. This plan includes a mumber of policies for
detection, confirmation, and elimination of trespass. Briefly the
actions to be tsken are:

— Cooperate with other agencies;
- Inform the public;

= Treat all affected people impartially and fairly to not
cause undue hardship;

— Collect a fair rental for the use or benefit derived.
First priority 1is the abatement of existing trespass

(occupancy and uses). Second prierity is to dissuade reckless acts
of trespass through public education.
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28. ECONOMICS

All public land is in the "A. General” category. All
management decisions shall consider three economic perspectives.

- Efficiency — The usefulness of inputs (costs) to produce
outputs (benefits) shall be amalyzed. Those actions with the higher
efficiency rating shall be favored wherever possible.

-  Cost effective — When a goal or project has been identified,
the most cost effective approach shall be favored wherever possible.

- Local and regional effects — The magnitude and distribution
of costs and benefits shall be identified. Those actions benefiting
local and regional economics the most shall be favored wherever
possible. Additionally, the implementation of management decisioms,
vhere feasible and appropriate, that would mitigate adverse economic
and fiscal impacts shall be considered.

29. SOCIOLOGY

All public land is in the "A. Geperal” category. All
management decisions shall consider three major social perspectives.

- Commmity capacity to absorb change.
- Social distribution of effects.

The degree of sociologic background data (profile) needed to
analyze these three perspectives will vary according to the
significance of the actions and effects.

PLAN MONITORING AND
EVALUATION

Monitoring and evaluation of impacts are largely determined by field
checks of project development. An annual review of these findings
and an overall analysis of the viability of the plan wiii = made
and docomented for public review, This ammual evaluation report
will determine the need for major amendment or revision. The need
for minor amendment and maintenace 1s made on a contimuing basis

during envirommental analysis of project plans.

Continuous special monitoring and evaluation will be needed to
determine wvhich lands are not being transferred or disposed of
according to the recommendation of the plan. The evaluation will
also include a determination as to appropriate action to assure
eventual status change. A record of monitoring actions and
evaluation findings will be maintained at the resource area and
district offices.

HOW THE PROPOSED PLAN WAS
SELECTED

The proposed plan was developed from Alternatives D and E and public
input by the District Manager, Area Manager, Team Leader and team
members. The plan has been reviewed and approved by the State
Director. The proposed plan development is in respomse to public
input on the draft RMP/EIS.

This plan attempts to increase the efficiency of management through
the status change of surface estate to more appropriate entities.
All of the recommendations meet the seven criteria listed in the
draft RMP/EIS. In addition they also respond to the needs and
desires of the majority of the local population by incorporating
specific review of status changes in the highly fragmented mining
districts.



OPTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES

CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED
FROM DETAILED ANALYSIS

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 13 for this section.

Frrata: Page 13, there were three not two major plan alternatives
considered. The third was not mmbered as 3. Insert the
mmber 3 half way through the paragraph for mmmber 2 before

the sentence: "Altemnatives for the subsurface estate were
considered but not developed.”
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SUMMARY DESCRIPTION AND
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

(use with the same tahle in the draft RMP/EIS pages 10 through 13)

Proposed Plan

Vegetation

Grazing — 5390 acres/year
Forestry - 25 acres/year
Mineral Development — 340-515 acres/year.

1. Land Status
BM - 0 acres
USFS - 4,390 acres
NPS - 120 acres
Public - 7,400 acres
(State/Local)
Private - 4,850 acres
(Pvt./General)
Public and/or Private - 4,955 acres
Specific Review - 18,235 acres
2. Access

Public access would be provided to 7,330 acres. 120 acres of

high value public land with existing access disposed to private
interests.

3. wildlife Habitat

31,850 acres publicly managed to maintain or improve wildlife
habitat.

Since 90 acres of excellent and good potential habitat less than
Alternative A will be under Federal or DOW control this
altemative is only slightly less beneficial to the wildlife
resource.

4. Timber and Firewood

2,010 acres available for harvest under the amual allowable
cut. 15,470 acres open to limited harvesting, primarily
salvage. 306 cords per year could be cut.

5. Livestock Grazing

5,385 acres leased, 3,505 of which would be disposed of, 13,520
acres would remain open to application, and 2,250 acres closed.

19 grazing leases would possibly be terminated.

6. Water Quality

Public flood plains are protected on 190 acres. There could be
an adverse impact on 100 acres due to disposal. Pollution
problems improved on 16,250 acres. There could be increased
problems on 240 acres due to disposal. Mumicipal watersheds
federally protected on 6,820 acres. There could be an adverse
impact on 280 acres due to disposal. No significant water
quality degradation is anticipated except if major surface
disturbance (mining) occurs.

7. Water Sources

All 7 known sources will be protected by public owmership and
management .
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8. Sofl
850 acres of concern area would be mamage to reduce ercsion.
520 acres of stahle/slight eroeion hazard is the total area
disposed of with a surface disturbing use expected. Erosion
from public land would remain minimal, possible locally
significant erosion could occur if major surface disturbence

such as mining begins.
9, Agricultural Use

24,830 acres with low potential would be closed to agricultural
use.

10. wildfire
Cooperative agreements would protect all acres with wildfire
potential (i.e., Front Range) until land status changes are
made. 24,300 acres initially need to be under agreements.

11. Prescribed Burning

Prescribed burming would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.

12. Open Space

15,560 acres in the Front Range would be maintained as open

space. 280 important open space acres would be disposed of with
end use expected to adversely affect the open space value.

13. Scenic Quality

2630 acres would likely have their scenic quality reduced (from
Class III to IV).

14. Recreational Opportunity

80 acres of SPNM potential will provide SPM opportunities. 530
acres of SPM potential will provide RN opportunities.

15. CGultural
Minimal degradation.

16. Paleontologic Values

60 acres of high potential, 150 acres of low, and 440 acres of
doubtful potential would be adversely affected.

17. Geologic Features and Hazards

No impacts.
18. Locatable Minerals

Public land favorability rating 49.2 percent after status
changes. 22,560 acres available and 14,530 acres closed in the
interim.

Subsurface estate favorability rating 48.7 percent. 221,870
acres available and 91,280 acres closed.



(continued)

Summary Description and Comparison of Altermatives
(use with the same table in the draft RMP/EIS pages 10 through 13)

Proposed Plan
19, Salable Minerals 25. Use Authorizations
Public land favorability rating 23.3 percent after status Processed on a case-by-case basis.
changes. 15,110 acres open and 21,980 acres closed in the
interim. 26. Public Information
Subsurface estate favorability rating 49.7 percent. 231,370 Slight increase.
acres open and 81,260 acres closed.
27. Unauthorized Use
20, Coal
Case~by-case processing.
Subsurface estate favorability rating 82.3 percent. 273,530
acres leasable and 11,600 acres unleasable. 28. Economics
Public land open to application 380 acres. Local and Regional: Indirect and direct employment might
increase by 250-350 people if coal is developed. Other actions
21, 04l and Gas would have only minor affect on employment and local
expenditures.
Public land favorability rating 55 percent. 17,210 acres
leasable and 340 acres unleasable. Insignificant impacts on national values.
Subsurface estate favorability rating 90.6 percent. 290,300 Expected management costs would increase 17 percent from
acres leasahle and 1,000 acres unleasable. previous years in the short temm (5 years) and decrease by 67
percent thereafter.
2. Afr Qulity
29, Sociology
Minor and temporary impacts.
Nineteen ranch operators would be involved in land disposals
23. Roads and Trails Actual social impacts would be minor except for potential coal

Insignificant impacts.
24. Pests

Reduced problems.

NOIE: Refer to specific impact analysis in Chapter IV for detailed
discussion.
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CHAPTER lil
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

See draft RMP/EIS, pages 13 through 25 for the description of the
Affected Environment.
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See the

CHAPTER IV
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

draft RMP/EIS, pages 25 through 41 for environmental

consequences of the alternatives (A through E).

Errata:

Page 25, Mutber 4: should read “'recreation or other public
purpose."

Page 29, Timber and Firewood Altermmative A the second
sentence: 15,440 should read 15,470.

Page 30, Livestock Grazing "*Note:" should be moved up the
page under Timber and Firewood, Alternative E.

Page 31, Tables IV-22 and 23, titles should read Acres
Disposed of by Alternative where the Expected Charge in Use
Could Cause Adverse Impacts.

Page 32, Open Space, fourth paragraph first sentence: Table
IV-40 should read Table IV-28,

Page 39, Local and Regional Impacts, fourth paragraph first
sentence: "A large area . . . alternmatives C,D, and E."
should read ". . . alternatives C and D."

Page 34, Minerals, new paragraph before Locatable Minerals.
Specific cumilative impact assessment and management on a
watershed or subwatershed basis are done when actual
proposed developments indicate the need. This work will be
incorporated into envirormental assessments during
application processing.

INTRODUCTION

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 25.

Add new paragraph: For the purpose of analysis a certain charge in
ownership and end use was required. The following assumptions were
made during impact analysis.

Management Unit Disposition and End Use

101 & 201 Private acquisition and continued

203 & 204 rangeland.

206 - 208

210 & 211

213 & 214

216 - 224

402 - 501

505

904

209 Division of Wildlife (DOW) or Division
of Parks and Outdoor Recreation (DPOR)
acquisition and intensified wildlife
and recreation management.

212 Private acquisition and conversion to

cropland.
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g E8%

3

3l & 512

3

314 & 601

DOW acquisition and intensified
wildlife management.

DOW and reservoir company acquisition
and continued reservoir and associated
wildlife management.

PR and reservoir company acquisition
and contimued reservoir and associated
wildlife management.

Private acquisition and continued

riparian habitat.
Reservoir company acquisition and
continued reservoir.

DOW, DPR, and reservoir company
acquisition and continued reservoir,
wildlife, and recreation menagement.

Private acquisition and residential
development.

DOW and DPR acquisition and
intensified wildlife and recreation

management .

larimer comty  acquisition and
intensified recreation management.

USFS acquisition and contimed multiple
use management.

Private acquisition and contimed

rangeland and mining use.
Private acquisition and contimed
mining.

Already transferred to the Natiomal
Park Service for addition to Rocky
Mountain National Park.

USFS acquisition and contimued wildlife
habitat.

USFS and DOW acquisition and
intensified wildlife and recreation

management .

Boulder Comty  acquisition and
intensified recreation management.



602

701

702
8L

805
814

905

a1

538

& 603 Cooperative plan for disposal to USFS,
state, local govermments, and private;
mx of final wuses, from continued
wildland to residential development.

- 606 Boulder Comty  acquisition and
intensified recreation menagement.

IPR acquisition and intensified
recreation management.

Private acquisition and change to
mining.
& 802 Oooperative plan for disposal to
- 810 USFS, state, local govermments, and
-8 pivate; mix of final uses, from
continued wildland to  residential
development.

Private acquisition and continued
- 907 wildland.

& 812 USFS  acquisitin and continued
midtiple use management, particular-
ly watershed values for tom of
Empdre.

Jefferson Comty acquisition and
intensified recreation  management.

Transfered to the USFS by Oongres—
slonal action No. P.L. 98484
October 17, 1984.

Manitou  Springs aocquisition and
continued watershed memagement.

VEGETATION

See the

draft RMP/EIS, page 25 for impacts under Altematives A

through E.

Proposed

Plan

The estimated acres of vegetation affected per year by the interim
management under the proposed plan are:

1.

2.

3.

4,

3.

6.

See the
impacts.

Forest cutting - 25 acres of public land decreasing with
status changes.

Grazing by livestock - 5,390 acres of public land
decreasing with status changes.

0il and gas well development - 60 acres of subsurface
estate contimuous.

Coal strip mining — 200 to 375 acres of subsurface estate
maximm if and when development occurs.

Salahle mineral mining - 20 acres of public land decreasing
with status changes and 20 acres of subsurface contimuous.

Locatable mineral mining - 40 acres of public land
decreasing with status changes.

other specific issue sections for the amalysis of final
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Vegetative disturbance in acres of public land per year.

6145 5865 5090 5855 5855 5855

LAND STATUS

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 25 and 26 for impacts under Altematives
A through E.

Proposed Plan

The final disposition of public land status is expected to be:

1. HM - perpetual 0 acres
— for specific review and ultimate change
to another category 8,235 acres
2. Federal retention — National Park Service 120 acres
- Forest Service 4,390 *
Subtotal 4,510
3. Public dispoeal - 7,400 acres
4. Private disposal - 4,850 acres
5. Mixed public and/or private disposal - 4,955 acres

* Note: This includes 2,860 acres presently managed by the USFS not
included in other issue analysis. Therefore, the total of 39,950 is
2,860 acres greater than the total 37,090 seen elsewvhere.

19%
Public
Disposal

11%
Federal
Retention

12%
Public and/or
Private Disposal

13%
Private
Disposal

45%
Specific Review




It is expected that of the 22,911 acres, where ultimate disposal
could be to a public or private entity, the split will be
approximately 50/50. Therefore, the previous diagram would become
the following.

58%
Federal or Public
Acquisition

42%
Private Acquisition

Public : Private ratio using assumed final disposition. (The higher
the mumber the more public disposal or retention and less private
disposal)

7.52 9.85 1.38

A B C D E PP

ACCESS

See the draft RP/EIS, page 26 and 27 for impacts under Alternatives
A through E.

Proposed Plan

No new access needs were identified. Disposal would reduce the
existing access to approximately 7,330 acres. In the long tem the
changes in status to other public entities should increase public
access as the new managers develop roads, trails, and easements.
There may eventually be as much as 23,000 acres with high public
value open to public access as a result of the proposed land status

changes. This makes the proposed plan most favorsble from the
access viewpoint.
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Existing Public

Retained
Lost

Access

Nonexisting Access

Needed

Not Needed
Retained
Lost
Total

Potential

Desirable Nondesirable
7,330 1,140
120 2,480
0 0
19,760 740
2, 170 3I 440
29,380 7,800

20, 500

5,610
37,180

There would be 7,330 acres with high public value with public access
provided,

Acres that will have public access maintained.
of access is not reflected by graph.

Future development

7,450 | 12,420 | 7,210 | 8,30 6,920
A B < D E PP

WILDLIFE HABITAT

See the draft RMP/EIS, pages 27 through 29 for impacts under
Altematives A through E.

Changes: In the last sentence of paragraph 6, change "should,” to
“would.”
In paragraph 20 continue the third sentence with " . . . zooes

outside of flood plains or alluvial valley floors, which are
protected by the unsudtability criteria.”

Proposed Plan

Interim management would protect or enhance wildlife habitat on the
following acres according to the appropriate management category.

Fotential
Excellent Good Fair Poor Total
Important Habitat 16,050 1,420 6,280 160 33,910
General Habitat 0 250 2,850 80 3,180
Total 16,050 11,670 9,130 240 37,090

After the land temure adjustments the following acres will likely be
memaged to protect or enhance wildlife habitat.

Potential
Excellent Good Fair Poor Total
Important Habitat 15,290 10,730 5,590 0 31,60
General Habitat
Retained 0 0 160 80 240
Total 15,290 10,730 5,750 80 31,830



There will be a lack of wildlife management emphasis on 5,250 acres
(14 percent). Of these acres, 730 are of excellent potential and 960
are of good potential. The remainder are of fair or poor potential.

Acres vhere wildlife habitat will likely be enhanced or at least well
protected even after land status changes.

26,210 25,740 | 18,840 | 21,380 21,380 26, 020
A B c D E PP

TIMBER AND FIREWOOD

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 29 and 30 for impacts under Altematives
A through E.,

Proposed Plan

Interim harvesting and management would proceed on the following
acres according to the appropriate management category.

Potential
High Medium Low Total
Available 270 1,740 0 2,010
Unavailable 1,350 14,390 0 15,740
Noncommercial 140 320 430 890
Total 1,760 16,450 430 18,640

After the land tenure adjustments, the following acres will likely be

menaged for timber production and harvest.
Potential
High Medium Low Total
Managed Forest 1,030 7,160 100 8,290 (44%)
Disposed of to
a nonforest
entity 730 9,290 330 10,350 (56%)
Total 1,760 16,450 430 18,640

Cords of timber likely to remain available for cutting per year in
the interim.

LIVESTOCK GRAZING

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 30 and 31 for impacts under Alterantives
A through E.

Proposed Plan

Grazing will continue until disposal occurs within the 2-year
notification made by this plan. Grazing may continue under the new
owers. The following table sumarizes grazing leases until disposal.

Potential
None Low Moderate Total
Presently Leased 0 2,340 3,045 5,385

After the land tenure adjustments the following changes in grazing
use or opportunities are expected.

Potential
None Low Moderate Total

Presently Leased

Private disposal-

grazing to

continue 0 1,960 800 2,760

Public disposal—

grazing cancelled 0 740 240 980
Presently Open

Private disposal-

remain open 240 2,760 800 3,800

Public disposal-

closed 0 990 280 1,270
Presently Closed

Private disposal-—

open 7,540 1,990 190 9,720
Specific Review

(including 1,840

acres leased) 0 16,040 2,200 18,240
Total 7,780 24,800 4,510 37,090

Of the 27,050 acres to be grazed in the Interilm or are open to
grazing, 2,250 acres (8 percent) will be closed to grazing as a
result of disposals. Additional closures could ocaur an the specific
review areas as disposals are made, but the present 1,840 acres will
most 1likely continue to be grazed.

Operators that could possibly have their leases terminated due to
disposal.




WATER QUALITY, FLOODPLAINS,
AND SOURCES

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 3l for impacts under Altematives A
through E.

Proposed Plan

Under this plan disposal of only 100 acres (34.5 percent) of the
flood plains will occur to a private entity with uses regulated by
county zoning; the remainder will remain under direct public
protection. Disposal of less than 2 percent of the land associated
with water pollution problem streams, 240 acres, will ocar to
private entities with uses regulated by county zoning; the remainder
will remain under direct public control. Of the 7,100 acres
associated with municipal watersheds only 280 acres, less than 4
percent, will be available for private acquisition.

Acres Affected
Existing Acres By Dispoeal
Concem Areas for:
Flood plain 290 100
Pallution problem 16,490 240
Mmicipal watershed 7,100 280

All seven known water sources will remain in public ownership and
under protection within state law.

The proposed plan and each of the altematives have essentially the
same impacts on water quality and sources.

SOIL EROSION

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 31 for impacts under Altermnatives A
through E.

Proposed Plan

Interim management will minimize soil erosion by incorporating best
management practices into project plans based
rating. The 850 acres of concermn will remain

B
T,
8
]

§
Bg

Acres Affected By
Existing Acres  Disposal/Development
Problem Area 850 0
Critical/Severe 0 0
!bderai/:e 3,930 0
Stable/Slight 2,310 520
Total 37,090 520

Anadditimal9,]20minttespeciﬂcrevisvcateml}'mﬂd
potentially be acquired by private interests. All of these areas
are also considered stable or slight erosion hazard.

'lhepmposedplanaﬂeadlofthealtmadveehaveessmtla]ly
equal soil erosion impacts.
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AGRICULTURAL USE

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 3l and 32 for impacts under Altematives
A through E.

Proposed Plan

Interim menagement places the following restrictions on public land.

Potential
None Low Total
Open to Application 0 6,710 6,710
Closed to Application 7,70 22,600 30,380
Total 7,780 29,310 37,000

After the land status changes, the following acres will likely be
open and closed to agricultural use.

Fotentdial
None Low Total
Open to Application 0 12,260 12,260
Closed to Application 7,780 17,050 24,830
Total 7,780 29,310 37,090

The amount of low potential land opened by private disposal is 5,550
acres resulting in a post-disposal total of 12,260 acres available
for agricultural use.

Acres closed to agricultural use.

27,570 27,570 | 24,830

WILDFIRE

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 32 for impacts under Altermatives A
through E.

Proposed Plan

Acres to be protected under an official cooperative agreement.

20,630

14,190

13,590

18,240

A

B



PRESCRIBED BURNING

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 32 for impacts under Alterantives A
through E.

Proposed Plan

Same as Altemative E.

There is mno difference between the alternatives and the proposed
plan regarding prescribed burning.

OPEN SPACE

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 32 for impacts under Altematives A
through E.

Proposed Plan

Interim designations will protect the 15,840 acres of important open
space. Disposal of only 280 acres will occur to an entity expected
to develop it to the detriment of the open space value. As a result
15,560 acres (98 percent) of important open space will be preserved.

Acres of open space disposed of and likely developed to the
detriment of open space.

1,030

1,800 440 440 280
c

SCENIC QUALITY

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 32 for impacts under Altematives A
through E.

Proposed Plan

The interim management of the visual resource will maintain the
present scenic quality. The designated management classes are based
on the potential VRM class.

Potential
O
Interim Management
Class acres 13,970 12,600 10,520 37,090
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After the land status changes are complete, the acres by potential
would be as follows.

Potential
n I v TOTAL
Federal Retention
or Public Acquisition 7,870 9,840 5,130 22,840
Private 6,100 2,760 5,390 14,250
Total 13,970 12,600 10,520 37,090

The 14,250 acres (38.4 percent) of private interest disposal
expected to ocaur may have the scenic quality degraded by
development. The remaining 22,840 acres (6l.6 percent) can be
expected to have the scenic quality protected.

Acres adversely affected.

G
8

2,250 5,110 2,570 2,570

RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 32 and 33 for impacts under Altematives
A through E.

Proposed Plan

Interim management will protect and menage recreational activities
and setting according to the following categories.

Potential

sM  sM R R U Im
SPNM 280 0 0 0 0 280
SPM 80 10,250 0 0 0 10,32
RN 0 530 13,230 0 0 13,760
R 0 0 40 11,520 0 1,560
U 0 0 0 0 1,60 1,160
Total 360 10,780 13,270 11,520 1,160 37,090

After the land status changes the following acres will remain
avallable for recreation and the setting preserved.

Potential
sBM s RN R U TOML
Federal
Retention
or Public
Acquisition 360 7,840 1,740 10,860 580 31,380

These 31,380 acres are 84.6 percent of the total public land area.



Acres providing recreational opportunities in a setting less than

its potential.

9,760 6,270 | 15,050 1,690 | 1,600 p—610=—

A B C D E PP

CULTURAL

Reference should be made to the discussion of activities that can
cause impacts to archaeologic and historic resources addressed in
the draft RMP/EIS, pages 33 and 34. Tables IV-37 and 38 are in
error. When corrected and combined they result in the following

display of acreages in the cultural categories.

NRHP Sites - 3,040
State/Local Sites - 8,770
Limited Sites — 990
Hgh Potential - 20,030
Low Potential - _4,260
Total 37 090

Propoeed Plan

Interim management will follow the above designations. The proposed
land status changes will result in the following disposition of
cultural resources.

Fotential
NRHP State/local Limited High Low  Total
Public 20 3270 0 8,670 1,340 13,600
Private 0 0 - 20 2,000 2,920 5,250
Specific
Review 2,720 5,500 750 9,270 0 18,240
Total 3,000 8,770 990 20,030 4,260 37,090

The 18,240 acres in specific review will have the cultural values
protected in activity plaming. All significant sites will be
mmlmctedﬂmpwsihleadvemeinpactsbymintaimngwhuc
control.

There is no difference between the altematives and the proposed
plan.

PALEONTOLOGIC

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 34 for impacts under Alternatives A
through E.
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Proposed Plan

Interim management of fossils and foesil potential will continue

according to the following categories.
Class Ja - 0
Clags Ib - 800
Class IT - 7,570
Class IIT - 28,730
Total 37,090

The acres where post—disposal land uses could adversely affect
fossils are displayed below.

Potential
(lass Ja Class Ib Class II Class ITI TOTAL

Private development O 60 150 440 650

(residential

or mining)

Private disposal 0 0 0 9,120 9,120

(some portion

developed)
Total 0 60 150 9,560 9,770
Acres likely to be adversely impacted.

20 950 950 560 560 650

GEOLOGIC FEATURES AND
HAZARDS

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 34, for impacts under Altematives A
through E.

Proposed Plan

No features nor hazards should be adversely affected by the proposed
plan. Unit 508 will remain in public owmership and, therefore, the
tilted sedimentary rock exposure of the Fountain formation will be
protected.

There is no difference between the impacts of the altematives and
the proposed plan.

MINERALS

See the draft RMP/FIS, pages 34 through 36 for the introduction to
mineral impact analysis.



LOCATABLE MINERALS

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 35 for impacts under Altematives A
through E.

Proposed Plan

The interim menagement of public land locatabhle minerals will be
based on the fallowing categories.

Potentdal
High Moderate low  Total
Available 0 130 0 130
Concern 18,270 860 3,30 22,49
Closed 2,600 2,480 9,45 _ 14,5%
Total 20,870 3,470 12,750 ~ 37,00

The analysis is the same as Alternative D.

After completing the proposed disposals the following acres may be
in Federal owmership and managed as shown. Note: Private disposal
could facilitate or hinder locatable mineral development, therefore,
this table does not show the entire picture.

Potential
High  Moderate Low Total
Available 0 40 0 40
Concern 10,540 330 0 10,110
Closed 0 280 0 280
Total 10,540 650 0 11,190

Of the closed acres, 120 will transfer to the Natiomal Park Service
and 160 are reserved for powersites. The faworability index would
be 5.84, which is 49.2 percent utilization of the decision range.

The final result of the proposed plan would combine the subsurface
and public land. The same two reasans for closure would still
pertain as explained in the draft RMP/EIS. The leasabhility of
locatable minerals from the closed land due to acquired status is
misrepresented in the table. The table and analysis show these
lands as closed because they are closed to location and patenting
for mineral development, but through a lease the minerals may still
be developed. Thus, there is an over statement of the adverse impact
on mineral development.

The combined acreages are:

Potential
High Moderate Low Total
Avatlable 0 3,020 100,270 103,290
Concern Area 28,140 63,700 49,300 141,140
Closed 2,600 28,700 74,550 105,850
Total 30,740 95,420 224,120 350,280

The combined favorability, which will be the result of the proposed
plan, is 2.80. The maximm restriction results in an index of 1.45
and the minimm 4.34. The final favorability represents 46.7
percent of the available decision range.
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Favorability rating (percent) for the public land and subsurface and
estate combined after land status changes.

47.6 46.4 46.7 46.4 46.7

A B C D E PP

SATAHLE MINERALS

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 36 for impacts under Altematives A
through E.

Proposed Plan

The interim memagement of public land salable minerals will be based
o the following categories:

Potential
__High Moderate Low Total
Open 40 310 3,470 3,820
Concern Area 9,540 13,930 400 23,870
Closed 1,120 1,930 6,350 9,400
Total 10,700 16,170 10,220 37,090

The analysis is the same as Altemative E the preferred altemative.

The disposal of public land has a varying effect on the availability
for development. Federal transfer usually does not affect
availability, but state or local govermment disposal for recreation
and public purposes usually closes the land to development. Private
disposal may restrict or open certain areas depending on new owner

preferences. After the proposed disposals, the following changes to
the above table are likely:

Fotential
__High Moderate Low Total
Open 0 340 2,460 2,800
Concern Area 4,400 7,660 240 12,300
Closed 6,300 8,180 7,910 21,990
Total 10,700 16,180 10,210 37,090

The favorability index would be 2.96 which is 23.3 percent
utilization of the decision range. This is almost half as favorable
as the preferred alterative, but by adding the present subsurface
estate to the public land area the following results:

Potential
High Moderate  Low Total
Open 2,890 20,640 84,790 108,320
Concern Area 53,900 46,870 37,390 138,160
Closed 14,380 47,350 41,310 103,240
Total 71,170 114,860 163,690 349,720



The combined favorability, which will be the result of the proposed
plan, 18 3.34. The maximm restriction results in an index of 1.74
and the minimm 5.21. The final favorability then represents 46.6
percent of the available decision range.

Favorability rating (percent) for the public land and subsurface
estate combined after land status changes.

41.7 46,7 47.7 46.6 46,6 46,6
A B c D E PP

COAL

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 36 and 37 for impacts under Altematives
A through E.

Proposed Plan

Same as Alternative E.

There is no difference in impacts to coal development between the
altematives and the proposed plan.

OIL AND GAS

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 37 for impacts under Altematives A
through E.

(hanges: A recent change in policy conceming the definition of the
unsuitable (no lease) category requires the tables and analysis to
change. See Chapter II for further description of the policy change.

Table IV-52 and analysis remain the same:

Potential
High Moderate Low Total
Standard 105, 500 81,910 17,170 204, 580
Seasonal 39,600 11,230 29,840 80,670
Yearlong 2,730 480 1,840 5,050
Open 6, 960 160 30,520 37,640
Unsuitable 0 520 480 1,000
Total 154,790 94,300 79,850 328,940
The favorability index for this situation is 8.69. Minimum access

restrictions (all standard) would rate an index of 9.35, whereas
maximm restrictions (all unsuitable) index would be 2.34.
Therefore, the subsurface estate designations for all alternatives
represent a 90.6 percent utilization of available decision range.
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Table IV-53 and analysis for public land under Alternatives A and C
should be:

Potential
High Moderate Low Total
Standard 1,260 2,930 2,040 6,230
Seasonal 690 140 2,430 3,260
Yearlong 7,720 280 0 8,000
Open 0 0 19,260 19,260
Unsuitable 40 0 300 340
Total 9,710 3,350 24,030 37,090

The favorability index of 6.1l can be calculated from this table.
Minimm restrictions would rate an index of 9.11, and maximm 2.26.
The decision range utilized is 56 percent.

Conbining subsurface and public land the favorability index is
8.55. Minimm restrictions rate an index 9.34 and maximm 2.34.
This results in a 89 percent utilization of the decision range.

Table I¥54 and analysis for public land under Altematives B, D, E,
and also the proposed plan should be:

Potential
High Moderate Low Total
Standard 1,020 2,930 1,880 5,830
Seasonal 590 140 2,430 3,160
Yearlong 7,940 280 0 8,220
Open 120 0 19,420 19,540
Unsuitable 40 0 300 30
Total 9,710 3,350 24,030 37,000

The favorability index for these altermnatives and the proposed plan
is 6.06. With minimm and maximm values 9.14 and 2.28 respective,
the decision range utilized is 55.0 percent. This represents only a
1.0 percent reduction in favorability on 37,090 acres.

Combining public land and subsurface together, which will be the end
result of Altematives B, D, E, and the proposed plan, the following
table and snalysis result.

Potential
High Moderate Low Total
Standard 106,520 84,840 19,050 210,410
Seasonal 40,190 11,370 32,270 83,830
Yearlong 10,140 760 1,840 12,740
Open 7,080 160 49,940 57,180
Unsuitable 570 520 780 1,870
Total 164,500 97,650 103,880 366,030

The favorability rating is 8.54. Minimm access restrictions
(standard) would rate an index of 9.34, and maximm restrictions
(msuitahle) would be 2.34., The designations result in an overall
88.6 percent utilization of the availahle decision range. This
shows there is no significant (approximately .4 percent) change in
favorability between alternatives.

Favorability rating (percent) for the public land and subsurface
estate combined after land status changes.

89.0 88.6 89.0 88.6 88.6
A B C D E PP




AIR QUALITY

See the Draft RMP/EIS, page 37 for impacts under Alternatives A
through E.

Proposed Plan

Same as Alternative E.

There 1s no difference in expected impacts between the alternatives
arnd the proposed plan.

ROADS AND TRAILS

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 37 for impacts under Alternatives A
through E..

Proposed Plan

Same as Alternative E.

There is no difference in expected impacts between the alternatives
and the proposed plan.

PESTS

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 37 for impacts under Altematives A
through E.

Proposed Plan

Same as Alternative E.

There is no difference in expected impacts between the alternatives
and the proposed plan.

USE AUTHORIZATIONS

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 38 for impacts under Alternatives A
through E.

Proposed Plan

Same as Alternative E,

There is no difference in expected impacts between the alternatives
and the proposed plan.
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PUBLIC INFORMATION

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 38 for impacts under Altematives
through E.

Proposed Plan

Same as Alternative E.

There is no difference in expected impacts between the altematives
and the proposed plan.

UNAUTHORIZED USE

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 38 for impacts under Altematives A
through E.

Proposed Plan

Same as Alterative E.

There is no difference in expected impacts between the altematives
and the proposed plan.

ECONOMICS

See the draft RMP/EIS,
Altematives A through E.

page 38 and 39 for impacts under

Proposed Plan

The impacts resulting from the proposed plan are expected to be the
same as those in Altemative E, except for the following:

1. Iocal and regiomal fuelwood sale impacts are estimated at
$2,218 amually. National fuelwood values are extimated at $6,120
anmually.

2, Local and regional wildlife humting impacts, if all specific
review habitat is lost, would range from $14,192 to $18,961
anmually. National values related to hunting, which would be lost
if all habitat on specific review lands were lost, ranges from
$21,392 to $27,239 amnually.

3. BM management costs in the first 5 years would approximate
an increase of 17 percent as the specific review lands are analyzed.

SOCIOLOGY

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 39 and 40 for impacts under
Altematives A through E.

Proposed Plan

Social impacts are the same as Altermnative E. There 1s no
gignificant difference in impacts between the alternatives and the

proposed plan.



CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS

See the draft RMP/FIS, pages 40 and 41 for impacts under
Altematives A through E.

Proposed Plan

Approximately 11,910 acres would be transferred to other public
agencies, 5,130 acres would be offered for private disposal, and
22,910 acres would, after specific review or cooperative agreement
be retained, transferred, or disposed of as determined appropriate.
No public land would be retained by the BIM. Subsurface mineral
menagement acres would increase to 633,180 acres.

Access to public lands would decrease to 7,330 acres with the
disposal of 120 acres with existing access.

Lands vhere wildlife habitat would be maintained or improved total
31,610 acres, and 26,020 acres of excellent and good potential
habitat will be under Federal or DOW control.

Interim timber and fuelwood harwvesting would be reduced to 306 cords
per year from approximately 17,750 acres. Only 44 percent of the
forest lands will remain managed for timber and fuelwood after
status changes.

Disposal of water quality concern areas and flood plains would ocaur
increasing the risk of degradation. All water sources would be
protected. Soll erosion would be only slightly higher than
Alternative C, but still quite low.

Valuable open space would be protected on 15,560 acres, but disposal
of 280 valuable acres would occur. Scenic quality on approximately
2,630 acres would be reduced slightly from the present.

Recreational opportunities would be similar to Alternative B (i.e.,
relatively little change).

Minerals development favorability would be reduced by 5 percent for
locatable minerals and 2 percent for ofl and gas. Favorability for
salable and coal development would remain the same.

Vegetative disturbance would be just slightly higher than under
Altemative C.

Expected management costs would increase 15 percent from previous
years in the short rm but reduce by 67 percent in the long rum.
This cost is relatively equal to Altematives A and B but higher
than C, D, or E.

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 41 for impacts under Altematives A
through E.

Proposed Plan

Same general impacts described in the draft RMP/EIS for the other
five altermnatives. The mumber of acres disposed to nonpublic
entities under the proposed plan would be between 5,130 and 28,040
acres.

SHORT-TERM USE VERSUS
LONG -TERM PRODUCTIVITY

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 41.
Proposed Plan

Same impacts as described in the draft RMP/EIS page 4l.

IRREVERSIBLE OR IRRETRIEVABLE
COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES

See the draft RMP/EIS, page 41 for Altematives A through E.
Proposed Plan

Same general impacts as described in the draft RMP/EIS.

Public Land Status under the Proposed Plan

HM

0
USFS 4,390
NPS
State or Local 7
Private (General) 5
Specific ReviewPublic/Private 22,
Total 39
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CHAPTER V

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

PREPARERS

See the draft RMP/EIS for the 1ist of preparers, list of public
participators, a chronology of public participation activities, and
the results of the consistency search prior to this document.

This final RMP/EIS document was prepared by a team of speclalists
with expertise in mmerous fields. Table V-1 lists the individuals,
their titles, background, and responsibilities.

Table V1
Interdisciplinary Team Members
Project Manager ~ - -~ - — Frank Young

Clerical and Typing — — ~ — Elner Rush

Clerk Typist

College Business, 16 years of experience
Editing - - - ~~~~-=-~- Bev Neuben

Editor

Team Specialists -

Soil - - - - Bob Addison
Soil Scientist
BS-Agromony, 12 years of experience

AMlr----~-~ Scott Archer
Air Quality Specialist
BS-Environmental Science and Chemistry
7 years of experience

Historic -~ - -Fredric J. Atheam

Historian
BA, M\, and Ph.D History,
14 years of experience

Archaeologic -~ Jam Beardsley
Archaeologist
BSAnthropology, 8 years of experience

Forestry — - — Mary Carl
Forester
BS—Forestry, 5 years of experience

Transportation—Ron Dom
Engineer
BS-Engineering, 28 years of experlence

Fire - -~ - Harold May
Fire Control Coordinator
High School, 10 years of experience

Forestry - — — Jim Perry
Forester
BS-Forestry Menagement, 6 years
of experience
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Figsherles - - - - - Don Prichard

Fisheries Bialogist
BS-Fisheries, 12 years of experience

Transportation - — Mark Pyle
Engineering Techmician
BS-Civil Engineering, 8 years
of experience

Economics - — — = Gary Rutherford
Reglonal Economist
MS-Urban Planning
MS-Agricultural Economics
6 years of experience

Sociology - ~ - - Barbara Schmalz
Sociologist
BS-History/Sociology
MA-Socioclogy
11 years of experience

Recreation — — — - Bill Schmeider
Recreation Plamner
BA-Geology, MSRecreation
17 years of experience

Wildlife - - - - - Sue Taylor

Mineralgs = - - - - Richard Watson
Geologist

BSWatershed Management

19 years of experience
Soils - ----~- Ernie Wesswick
Soil Scientist
BS-Agronomy, 28 years of experience



PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Table V-2 is a schedule of public participation activities since the
draft RMP/EIS.

Table V-2
Public Participation Activities

The draft RP/EIS was mailed to everyone on the
area mailing list, opening the 90-day comment

April 1984

period.

June 4-7, 1984 Public hearings were held in Kiowa, Ft. Collins,
Central City, and Denver, Colorado.

July 17, 1984 Meeting held with the State of Colorado,
Department of Natural Resources.

July 23, 1984 Closing date of 90-day comment period.

After publication and distribution of this final RMP/EIS there is a
30-day protest period for the public and a 60-day Governors
Consistency review period.

Inplementation of the proposed plan is subject to project specific
environmental analysis which is open to public involvement.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON
THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

All written and public hearing comments are included in this section
with responses by the State Director. We thank all those who
submitted comments or testified at the public hearings concerning
the RMP/EIS.

ROBERTA L. ANDERSEN
1548 SOUTH FRASER WAY « AUADAA, COLORADO goe1R
July 20, 1984 1

Mr. Frank Young

District Manager

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Northeast Resource Area Office
Denver Federal Center, Blag. 41
Denver, CO 80225

Dear Frank:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Northeast Resource
Area Draft R rce Manag t Plan. As a member of the Canon City District
Advisory Council, I feel especially privileged to have had a tour of portioms
of the resource area to view some of the mansgement problems first-hand.
I am especially impressed with the amount of time you have spent in public
participation activities leading up to the draft document, and hope that
the public fully appreciates that you have nearly 4 years in the planning
with more months to come before a final environmental impact statement
and resource management plan are issued.

Because of the land allocation pattern in the Northeast Resource
Area, with the inherent management problems such .allocation pattern
presents, I support your preferred Alternative E. This alternative
allows the BLM maximum flexibility in promoting logical land exchanges
and sales to block up mansgement areas in the Northeast RA. The only
way logical management can occur is if you hdve maximum flexibility, It
is always possible that a logical agency will refuse your offer of a land
exchange to block up management opportunity; should that occur you need
to be able to exercise other options. Choosing another alternative
contained in the draft plan would tie you dowm,

I especially appreciate the time you devoted to displaying the
sub-surface evaluation information. Energy and minerals are obviously
important to the resource area, and too often no (or minimal) mention is
made of geclogic favorability and opportunity for access where favorability
is good. Showing your methodology in Appendix A shows that you carefully
considered subsurface values in your analysis.

Thanks again for the opportunity to view some of the problems and
to work with you during this planning cycle. I look forward to seeing
the final document.

Sincerely yours,
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1.

Andersen, Roberta L.
No response necessary.

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OMAHA DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS
6014 U.S. POST OFFICE AND COURTHOUSE
OMAHA, NEBRASKA 68102

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

July 23, 1984

Planning Division

Mr. Frank Young, Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Northeast Resource Area

10200 West 44th Avenue #222
Wheatridge, Colorado 80033

Dear Mr. Young:

Thank you for the opportunity to review your Draft Northeast Area
Resource Management Plan and EIS. Our comments are as follows.

Any use authorization, which will be processed on a case by case basis,
and any future access road that involves placing fill material (permanent or
temporary) into a river, natural lake, or wetland, will require a permit
pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. When project plans are com-
pleted, they should be sent to the Omaha District Regulatory Functions Branch,
P.0. Box 5, Omaha, Nebraska 68101 for detailed review of permit requirements.

Sincerely,
%ﬂ%g %f{
Gerard E. Mitk

Acting Chief, Environmental
Analysis Branch
Planning Division

2.

Army, Department of the
No response necessary.



555 Seventeenth Strest
Denver, Colorado 80202

Telephone 303 575 7577
Public Lands

July 19, 1984

Mr. Frank Young

Area Manager

Bureau of Land Management
Northeast Resource Area
10200 West 44th Avenue $222
Wheat Ridge, CO 80033

Re: Northeast Resource Area, Colorado
Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Young:

Atlantic Richfield Company appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the Northeast Resource Area
Draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement.

Atlantic Richfield Company has both o0il and gas and
coal interests in the Northeast Resource Area. Our
oil and gas interests include federal, state and
private leases in Management Areas 1, 2, 3, and 4.
Although our property holdings are extensive, we are
not adversely affected at this time by your preferred
alternative.

We appreciate the efforts you have gone to in
analyzing the effects of your actions on oil and gas
development and, as a member of the Rocky Mountain
0il and Gas Association, support your use and display
of the Energy Matrix System in the document. We feel
that the utilization of the matrix reduced the number
of conflicts we have with your plan.

Sincerely,

Qi e

Peter B. Briggs

Atlantic Richfield Company

No response necessary.

144 South Dexter
Denver, CO 80222
April 26, 1986 4

Mr. Frank Young, Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Northeast Resource Area

10200 West 44th Avenue, #222
Wheat Ridge, CO 80033

Dear Mr. Young:

I have reviewed the Northeast Resource Area RMP/DEIS with
particular regard to its impact on recreational opportunities. 1 agree
with you that the impacts on recreational opportunities are minimal
for all alternatives, although I do not like to see the erosion of Semi-
Primitive Motorized (Potential) into Roaded Natural {Management) as
much as would be done by Alternative C or A.

The preferred Alternative E seems to offer considerable advantage
with regard to other issues, and 1 am particularly struck by the fact
that management costs under the preferred alternative would shrink
by 67 percent. Because this is all accomplished at no real price
insofar as diminished recreational opportunity, I endorse your
selection of Alternative E as preferred.’

Yours truly,
E. Fred Birdsall

bp

Birdsall, E. Fred

No response necessary.

CITY OF BOULDER, COLORADO

May 24, 1983

Bureau of Land Management
Attention: David Hallock
PO Box 311

Canon City, Colorado 81212

Dear Mr. Hallock:

The BLM Draft Management Plan has been circulated to the
City of Boulder Water Utilities and Parks departments, and has been
reviewed by this department.

The City Open Space program is concerned about the management
and disposition of land in decision area #606 which roughly described is
40 acres in the SE% NW, Section 25, Township ! Scuth, Range 71 West.
This land is the subject of a larger application by the Boulder County
Parks and Open Space program. The 40 acres in Section 25 is surrounded
on three sides by City owned Open Space lands and adjoins State of Colorado
park land to the south.

According to our Utilities Director, the six decision areas
delineated in your management zone #6 do not appear to directly effect
water utilities ownerships.

The City Parks department is reviewing the plan and their
comments will be forthcoming. Our staff review of this proposal indicates
the potential for Parks concerns in the following decision areas: #601--
may effect City owned property known as "Buckingham Park" and located along
Left Hand Creek in Sections 26, 27, and 28, Township 2 North, Range 71 West.
#604--effects City owned "Boulder Mountain Parks". This includes land in
Sections 13, 14, 23 and 24, Township 1 South, Range 70 West for which your
map shows BLM mineral ownership. The land in the Elg SE}; Section 11, Township
1 South, Range 71 West which is shown as BLM surface ownership on your map
was conveyed to the City of Boulder in August of 1912 by U.S. Patent Number
528150, #602 and 603--additional research would be required to determine
City ownership in these areas.

We will appreciate being kept informed of your management review

process.

E'5 4

Y7 22, 192

Page -2-

1f )54 Yave tny GoEE%ilTs TRERIE TUITRIT T& T oal AN -TL.
Sincerely,
Y

Delani Wheeler, Property Agent
Real Estate/Open Space

/dps

cc: Robert Helmick, Boulder County Land Use
John Krukoff, Boulder County Parks and Open Space
Roger Hartman, City of Boulder, Water Utilities
Mike Segrest, City of Boulder, Parks
James C. Crain, City of Boulder, Real Estate/Open Space

5.

Boulder, City of

The Proposed Plan now includes Unit 606, Boulder Creek; Unit
604, Kossler Lake; and Unit 601, Left Hand Creek as available
for disposal to a public agency because important public values
exist on the lands.

Transfer of these lands could occur by means of the Recreation
and Public Purposes Act Sale or Lease, exchange, fair market
value sale, or other methods that may became available.

Your questions concerning the ownership of the EASE: Section 11,
T.1S., R.7IW. prompted us to check our records with the
following results: The land in question was patented by U.S.
Patent Number 528150 as to the surface estate only; the
subsurface estate was retained by the Federal government as our
maps indicate.



land use department
planning division

(Y

, boulder
comprehensiue planning county
po. bor 47! 13th and spruce streets-boulder, colorado 80306 - 441-3930 e

July 2, 1984

6

Frank Young, BLM

Northeast Resource Area

Denver Federal Center, Building 41
Denver, CO 80225

Dear Mr. Young:

The purpose of this fetter is to forward to the Bureau of Land Management {BLM)
recommendations adopted by the Boulder County Commissioners in response to the
proposed Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement of the
Northeast Resource Area prepared by the Bureau of Land Management,

The Boulder County Commissioner's support Alternative E with adoption of the
following recommendations June 19, 1984:

1. Bouider County requests that BLM specifically acknowledge, in wrltlng', ‘in
the plan, the commitment to coordinate its planning and management activities
with local governments in Boulder County.

2. Boulder County requests that BLM acknowledge the Boulder County .
Comprehensive Plan as the decision-making tool guiding land use decisions in
Boulder County, and agree to conform to County zoning and subdivision
regulations in the disposal or transfer of lands under its jurisdiction.

3. Boulder County requests that specifics on how the USFS will administer and
manage lands in Boulder County be included in the final plan.

4. Boulder County requests that BIM set up "specific management areas" for
the Ward and Gold Hill management units where parcels are badly
fragmented. The “specific management areas" wouid be geared to address
specific management problems of the local community, with involvement from
BLM, the County and the local community. Specifically, access questions,
timber management, fire protection, wildiife protection, water quality, water
resources, open space and any other issues important to the local community
or Boulder County and would be addressed on a case by case basis.

5. Boulder County requests that any parcels targeted for disposal be clearly
identified on small scale, Maps (1 to 100 or 1 to 200) by BLM.

6. Boulder County would like to emphasize Goal 1.1 of the Comprehensive Plan
which states, "The County should encourage and promote coordination and
cooperation between Federal, State, and Local Governmental entities charged
with making decisions which significantly affect land used in Boulder
County"; and Policy 15.61 which states, "The County shall undertake and
continue comprehensive dialogs with Federal, State, and local government
agencies and departments having land use responsibilities to establish and
intra and intergovernmental system for continuing planning activities, The
scope of such dialogs shall include but not be limited to the reassessment of
existing referral processes, agreements on consultation procedures prior to
policy amendments, agreements on exchange of information, discussion of
possible joint studies on land use Issues and integration of regulations
wherever possible. Upon conclusion of these dialogs, the County may
consider entering into cooperative land use planning contracts as permitted
under CRS 29-20-105". Finalization of this plan and its implementation offer
an opportunity for such coordination,

7. Boulder County has noted U.S. lot 172, Section 8, TIN, R71W a 12.7 acre
parcel includes the Sunshine Cemetery which is a part of the Sunshine
Historic District. Currently, the tract is being used by the community and
the Fire District. Future management of the tract should be explored to
preserve the integrity of the area.

8. Boulder County has received correspondence requesting disposal of BLM
parcels within and contiguous to the Town limits of Ward. Boulder County
recommends BLM explore this request.

9. Boulder County recommends that management units 601, 602, Sections 9 and
15 of 603, 604, 605, 606 be disposed of to Boulder County to be included
into Boulder County Parks and Open Space lands.

10. Alternative D be adopted for management units 602 and 603 so in the event
disposal occurs it can be done in a more timely manner.

11. Boulder County recommends that any parcels to be disposed of include

transfer of subsurface rights as well, to avoid any future conflicts with land
uses.

12. The District Forest Service office has indicated interest in selected disposal
within the Ward and Gold Hill management units. (If aiternative E is
adopted). If and when that occurs, the County would utilize the local

procedure established for land exchanges or transfers under the Small
Tracts Act.

From the Staff recommendation's, public hearings, and initial comments from BLM,
management units 602 (Ward) and 603 (Gold Hill) are going to require joint efforts
from BLM, the County and those mountain communities involved to determine how
those parcels can be best managed. Once the Management Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement has been finaiized, the County would like to meet with BLM to
discuss the management approach to management units 602 and 603, We would
like to assist BLM in any way and be part of the process. Please notify us when
you plan to undertake this task.

Sincerely, ; ( . l Q

John Hinkelman
Planner
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Boulder County

1. 'mepmposeiplmidmtlﬂesallttelandsrecmdedfor
exchange/transfer/sale to the comty. We will contime to
coordinate this temumre adjustment with the county. Lands in the
Gold Hi11 and Ward areas are designated for specific review
rather than transfer to the USFS. This specific review depends
on intensive cooperation with the county to complete a parcel
specific plan for eventual temmwe adjustment of all public land
out of HM administration. We will be requesting a cooperative
agreement for this project. This concem 1s addressed in
Chapter II of the Proposed Resource Management Plan, Final EIS.

2. We acknowledge the Boulder County Comprehensive Plan as the
decision making tool in Boulder County. Further, we agree to
conform to zoning and subdivision regulations as required by
Federal Regulations CFR 1610.3~2 Consistency requirements. We
are limited in this regard by the statement in these regulations
"e « <, 80 long as the guidance and resource management plans
azealsocmsjstentwiﬂlthepurposes,polides,mdpmgramg
Federal laws and regulations applicahle to public lands, . . ..

3. Under the , one parcel of 200.26 acres
mﬂmtofLym?gedpartp]oafnmmmtmitﬂBmﬂdbetm
ooly land in Boulder County transfered to the USFS (except as
determined by specific review in Gold Hill and Ward). We camnot
dictate future menagement to another Federal agency. We will
recamuend the interim menagement be continued as set out in our
plan. The USFS would have to incorporate this land into their

adjacent forest plan.

4, Due to your comments and others, these two units are
designated for "specific review.” See nwmber 1 above.

S. At the time of disposal, the parcels will be displayed on
accurate small scale maps. The specific review will need to be
accomplished using accurate small scale maps also. Existing HM
status plats are at 1:23760, 1:7920, or 1:3960.

6. See mmber 1 above.

7. This parcel will be included in the specific review for the
Gold Hill unit. Consideration of the present use will be taken
into account. Current pegotiations are under way with the Fire
District.

8. See mumber 1 above.

9. Management Units 601, 604, 605, and 606 are recommended for
public disposal in the proposed plan. (Unit 514 is added as per
telethone conversation.) Units 602 and 603 are designated for
specific review during which time disposal to the county can be
analyzed along with other interests.

10. See mmber 9.

11. The transfer of subsurface estate is limited to the surface
owner. This consolidation of ownership can occur only under two
situations: first, no mineral value is identified or second, if
lnown mineral values exist and a determination is made that the
mineral reservation would preclude or interfere with the
appropriate noomineral development and the nommineral
development is a more beneficial use of the land than mineral
development, then the mineral estate could be purchased at
appraised value.

12. Under the proposed plan we expect both the USFS and Boulder
Comty will acquire certain parcels in Gold Hill and Ward
through the specific review process.

General: The specific review process agreements should be
initiated during 1985.
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MR. NEISIUS: David Carrack.

7 MR. CARRACH: My name is David Carrack. My
address is P.0. Box 1576, Boulder, Colorado 80306. And I
propose a land exchange and/or direct purchase of BLM
property for my own patented claims, all located in Section
18, Township 1 North, 71 west of the sixth prime meridian.

The selected properties are, in order of
priority, government lots, of the small lots or small tract
type classification, No. 38, No. 37, a subdivision of lot 37,
the north part of lot 37 contiguous with lot 38, lot 79, lot
45, lot 108, lot 122,

My proposed offered properties are those
properties lying southeast of the Garobaldi lode, Mineral
Survey No. 642, all properties lying southeast of that owned
by me, namely, the British Empire, No. 15046, the same, No.
5987, Great Eastern, No. 5949, the Britannic, No. 15046; the
Tamarron, No. 15046, Prince of Wales, No. 15046, and that
portion of the Little Melverna, No. 5987.

I propose the BLM exchange those properties as
selected properties for my offered properties, whereby BLM
would convey both mineral and surface estates for the same
from myself. Those properties offered are beyond the ones
that -- beyond the direct acreage of exchange.

I would like to purchase contingent on a real
estate appraisal by the BLM. All of these properties
selected are either contiguous to my property or enclosed by
my property.

My proposed exchange would benefit both
parties, as the properties would be blocked or consolidated
for the BLM and myself.

All other properties by the BLM or managed by
the BLM in section 18 and section 19, my preference would be
for the preferred Alternative E, and to retain full mineral
exploration possibilities on my property.

Thank you.

MR. NEISIUS: Thank you, Mr. Carrack.

Carrack, David

The proposed plan changes the land temmre adjustment decision
for your area of concern. Instead of tramnsfer to the USFS the
BLM, USFS, state, and local governments, and the general public
will cooperatively develop a parcel-by-parcel plan for disposal
or transfer. The designation is "specific review.” The
proposals you presented at the hearing will be kept on record
for reference during this specific review of lands. Your name
will also be kept on file and you will be contracted during plan
development.
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Chevron

Wy  Chevron USA Inc.

Ngge# 700 South Colarado Bid., P. 0. Box 509, Denver, CO 80201 8

Richard T. Hughes
Staff Analyst July 24, 1984
Legisistive and Reguiatory Affairs

Mr. Frank Young

Bureau of Land Management
10200 West 44th Avenue, #222
Wheatridge, CO 80033

Dear Mr. Young:

As an oil and gas producer, Chevron is interested in the approach BLM Resource
Management Plans to take in considering the oil and gas resource. While there
may be a number of ways to consider oil and gas in the planning process, we
believe the most meaningful methods are those which first recognize the relative
0il and gas potential and then consider that potential in making surface use
decisions which might affect development of that potential.

The BLM Washington Office recently circulated to State Directors Program
Specific Guidance for fluid mineral leasing input into BMPS (Information
Bulletin 84-261 dated June 21, 1984). While we do not believe this is a perfect
system, nor is any system likely to be perfect, this system does incorporate the
concepts discussed above. Thus, we would encourage you to use this system in
your fipal plan.

Sincerely,

/M/

RTH:md

Central Region — Exploration, Land and Production

8.

Chevron U.S.A. Inc.

The NERA-RMP/EIS draft incorporates a minerals rating system
incorporating geologic potential and restrictims on
development, resulting in a favorability rating. This system
utilizes a better range of potential and restrictions than the
Information Bulletin referenced by you, and goes beyond the
comparison matrix to an easily comparable favorability index
mumber for each altemative. The analysis is displayed on page
37 and explained on page 43, Appendix A., of the draft.



Counly of Clear Creek 9

GEORGETOWN, COLORADO
July 20, 1984

Frank Young, Area Manager

Northeast Resource Area, Bureau of Land Management
penver Federal Center, Building #41

Denver, Colorado 80225

Dear Mr. Young:

This is to present written comment from Clear Creek County on
the draft Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for
the Northeast Resource Area of BLM. The County is opposed to
those provisions of the recommended Plan E which would transfer
management of virtually all of the BLM lands in Clear Creek
County to the U.S. Forest Service, and urges that these lands
be classified in the final report for Special Review for the
reasons noted below.

Background

Clear Creek County is unique among the 22 counties in the
Northeast Resource Area in that a major portion, 82%, of the
County is U.S. Forest. In addition much of the I-70 and U.S.
40 corridors, west of the twin tunnels, is BLM land as shown

Town of Stloer Plome

<§UL&1£;munq Colorado !’
dly 13, 1964
Bureau of Land Management
Colorade State Office

Denver Federal Center, Bullaing 81
Derwver, CO 80225

Attre Frank Young

Aren Manager
Northeast Resource Area

Re: Resource Management Plan
Northeast Resource Area

Gentlemen:

After considerable study and discussion among the Board of Trustees of the Town of Sliver
Plume ang representatives of other local govemments within Clear Creek County, we have
reached a conclusion with regard to the proposed Resource Management Plan.

It 1s the position of the Town of Silver Plume that management of public 1ands in Clear Creek
County Is an issus deserving of the most careful consideration by every agency involved. The
effects of land management policies adopted by the federal govermment on agjacent public and
private landholders can be very significant and far reaching. In the case of Clear Creek County

where lands by BLM constitute a significant percentage of the entire county and
wuunﬂmnnz::=%::anhnuutnsonunydMﬂmuntownenhklanﬂuuntnslausuuxnin
Clear Creek County has 14,645 acres of BLM land which even more complex. The Interstate mm,mwfmgmm Vﬂ@lem
exceeds 36% of the total BLM land in the Northeast Resource deposits, enormous timber resources, the Georgetown-Silver vateNauul wal
Area, even though the County is very small in comparison to Lanamark District, Clear Creek County's municipalities and numerous pri yo"ucy‘mlanst
virtually all the other 21 counties. Based on these data, it is maﬂvlmoradmtow;lwm Ag’WWWW w'w'o
apparent that much of the area of Clear Creek County which is m’: designed xtgm’m?ﬁﬂem 'the|mammofammalmsmpm
important to economic development and could be used for readily these diverse uses. reason W’w;‘t muafor. &Mwlm mmvcmxwlm
accessible recreation, commercial, and residential expansion for cetermining the ultimate use and management techniques Creek

currently is BLM land. County.

Of special concem to the Town of Sliver Plume are the sections in management zone 8
immeditely adjacent to the town boundaries and those within the valley between Georgetown
and Sliver Plume.  Section 817 which is adjacent to the town on the west and section 819 on the
east may prove to be of vital Interest to the town in future location of municipal utilities,
recreational uses and passible expansion of the town through annexation. Those sections
within the valley east of Silver Plume and within the historic lanamark district also require
special attention with regard to future uses in order to preserve the integrity of the landmark
and so avoid placing the landmark status of the district in jeopardy.

Special review will provide the opportunity for cooperation between the federal govermment,
mmwwmamymwmuﬂmwmumfmmmum
historic preservation, municipal annexation, utility expansion and economic development
exploration of such concepts as joint management
between BLM and local govermment of certain specific lands. Very little, If any BLM land In
Clear Creek County is free of the potential for conflict with adjacent uses and therefor we
Tecommend that all of the BLM land in the county be placed in the category for special review.

On behalf of the Town of Silver Plume, 1 wish to thank you for your consideration cf these

on the Zone 8 map in the draft Plan.

The economic situation in Clear Creek County has changed
drastically since the development of the proposed Management
Plan was undertaken in 1980. Closing of the AMAX molybdenum
mine, which was the largest employer and source of tax revenue,
led to the 14.5% unemployment figure (Table III-8 in the Plan),
the highest of any county in the Northeast Resource Area.
Assessed valuation in the County dropped from $209 million in
1981 to $79 million in 1983, a further indication of the economic
plight of the County.

BYRON GUANELLA JAMES G. LUCAS JOE HRUSKA comments. If we can provide further information or be of any other service in this matter,
GEORGE C. AUGOIN please contact me at your convenience.
Yours Very Truly,

Frank Young THE TOWN OF SILVER PLUME
July 20, 1984
Page Two

Clear Creek County has undertaken an economic development T.
program, looking to develop other sources of income and tax Mayor

revenue. Appropriate utilization of the BLM land in the I-70
and U.S. 40 corridors, Management Units 804~821, could be a most
important factor in the economic revitalization of the County.

Comment

Clear Creek County urges that the final Management Plan
for the Northeast Resource Area place the 14,645 acres of BLM
land in the County in the category for Special Review so that
further assessment for best utilization and management of the
lands can be made in concert with local entities. Additional 14 Jul 1984
comments from several of those local entities are enclosed, u
highlighting some of the particular parcels in Management Units
804-821 which are already known to be of specific interest.
Other comments not yet available from local entities at the
writing of this letter, will be submitted separately.

P. O. Box 1149 Idaho Springs, Colorado 80452 567-4620

Northeast Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management
Denver Federal Center, Bldg 41
Denver, CO 80225

Mr. Frank Young, Area Manager 9

It should be noted that all of the incorporated Towns, the
Economic Development Corporation, the Recreation District,
and the Colorado Historic Preservation Office also support the
need for Specific Review of the BLM lands in the County. The
added need is recognized for appropriate consideration for
ultimate management of the "subsurface estate" in line with the
comments from the Clear Creek County Metal Mining Association.

Dear Mr. Young:

The Board of Directors, CCMRD, recommends BIM consider the
Specific Review process to dispose of the 14,645 acres of BIM
land in Clear Creek County.

Sincerely,

Byron Guanella, Chairman Pro Tem

Board of County Commissioners

The Specific Review process would give us an opportunity to look
at those areas which could be used for recreational purposes. For
example, there are areas near Georgetown which appear to be
ideally suited for a trails program but on site inspection is
necessary to define the boundaries of prospective areas. After
inspection, CCMRD could apply for these areas under the Recreation
- and Public Purposes Act.

Along with other county entities, we feel the Specific Review
process is the best way to select areas to meet the individual
needs of each entity.

copies: Senator Tom Glass
Representative Jim Scherer
County Planning Commission
City of Idaho Springs
Town of Georgetown

Town of Empire
Town of Silver Plume %w\)
Clear Creek Metropolitan Recreation District

i

Colorado Historic Preservation Office ta M. Kiefer
Clear Creek County Metal Mining Association President
Clear Creek Economic Development Corporation

Sincerely,

33 AMK/ogb



Local: 569.2555

Ohe Down of Georgetown

P.0. Box 426
Georgetown, Colorado 80444

July 17, 1984 9
Mr. Frank Young, Area Manager

N.E. Resource Area, Bureau of Land Management
Denver Federal Center, Building 41
Denver, Colorado 80225

Dear Mr. Young:

The Town of Georgetown commented at the public hearing on June 6 in
Gilpin County regarding the draft Resource Management Plan for the
Northeast Resource Area. This is to provide written comment on the
draft Plan, covering essentially the same points with some additional
detail.

In order that the BLM lands in Clear Creek County receive appropriate

review for consideration of optimum utilization and disposition, the
Town of Georgetown recommends that the final version of the Resource
Management Plan place these lands in the category for Special Review.
The principal reasons for Georgetown's interest in having alternative
uses considered for these lands are:

1. Several of the tracts in Management Units 815-821 1lie all or
partly within the Georgetown/Loop Railroad/Silver Plume National Historic

Landmark District, Their uses should conform to the preservation standards

established by the Federal Government for such a district.

2. Much of the Georgetown Lake and surrounding area in Management
Area 816 has been set aside under the Recreation and Public Purposes Act
and 1s leased from BLM by Georgetown. An extensive development of this
area has been planned and is underway for a variety of recreation uses
covering all seasons.

3. The leased Lake property noted above and BLM land adjacent to
it in Management Areas 814-816 block the only direction in which future
expangion of the Town is feasible.

4, Proposed expansion plans for the Town's potable water system
include new treatment and storage facilities in the area of Management
Areas 814-816 oa the North end of Town.

5. Many tracts of BLM land in the I-70 corridor near Georgetown
could be important to the much ded County ic development program
if appropriately used for private or public developments.

Additional information about these r for r ding that
tke BLM land near Georgetown be placed in the Special Review category
is:

National Historic Landmark District - The District encompasses
approximately six sections of land along the valley, including
Georgetown, the loop R.R. and Silver Plume. (See attached map).
Those portions of the mountainsides along the valley floor are

also included in the District. BLM lands approximating 3,660

acres are within the District boundary which "was set to provide

a sufficient historic and national setting lateral to the course

of the valley". (Quote from the Department of Interior description
of the District).

On these mountainsides are vistas and vestiges of the history

of the area that could be reached by trails from the valley

floor by visitors to the District. Further development of such
trails is of interest to the Towns in the district, to the Colorado
Historic Society and to the Recreatiom District under provisions

of the Recreation and Public Purposes Act, and would allow these
areas, too, to be managed to enforce the preservation regulations
under the National Preservation Act.

Georgetown Lake Area - The Georgetown Lake and the area surrounding
it has been set aside for recreation and public purposes by BLM.
Plans have been developed for parking, picnicing, fishing and trails
and construction will be underway this summer. (See attached

plan). The trails will connect to a broader -network being developed
by the County and the Recreation District along Clear Creek, along
the mountainside to the old Town of Silver Creek, and on the
mountainside above the Lake. The Town is developing the Lake

area with the expectation of acquiring it by patent under the
provisions of the Recreation and Public Purposes Act.

Annexation - Georgetown is surrounded on three sides by mountains
with geological hazards which preclude construction. Northward
in the valley affords the only feasible annexation possibility.
BLM land at the Lake and immediately North of the Lake separates
the Town from private property farther to the North. Under

State law, only contiguous property can be annexed. This means
the Town would need to acquire the BLM land first. An estimated
580 acres are thought to be involved.

Water Treatment & Storage Facilities - Currently the Georgetown
water plant is along South Clear Creek, Southeast of Town.

An engineering study, done for the Town, recommends that added
treatment and storage capacity, as needed for the newer end

of Town toward the Lake and for any area annexed beyond the
present Town limit, be located on what is now BLM land North of
Town. This would avoid having to increase the size of service
lines throughout the length of Town to avoid high pressure drop.

Dencer: 623-6882
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Mr. Frank Young
July 17, 1984
Page Three

Summary

Georgetown firmly believes that the reasons noted above justify further
review of the management plan for the BLM lands in Clear Creek County
and recommends that these lands be placed in the Special Review category
in the final N.E. Resource Area Management Plan to afford opportunity
for the needed review.

Sincerely,

Michael H. Mnore, Police Judge
Ex-Officio Mayor

for
The Town of Georgetown, Colorado

REH/MHM/pks

Attachments:
1. Map of the National Historic Landmark District
2. Plan for Lake Area Development

TowN OF EMPIRE

30 TAST PARK AVENUE
P.O. BOX 187

EMMIRE. COLORADO 80438
303-369-2870

July 16, 1984

Mr.Frank Young

Area Manager

Northeast Resource Area

Bureau of Land Management
Denver Federal Center, Bldg. 41
Denver, Colorado 80225

RE: Resource Management Plan
Dear Mr. Young:

With regard to the Resource Management Plan recently developed
regarding property within Clear Creek County, the Town of
Empire would hereby request that those parcels in Management
Units 810, 811 and 812 be placed in the category for Special
Review as opposed to being turned over to the U.S. Forest
Service at this time.

This request is based on the grounds that portions of these
Management Units appear to be useful for public purposes and/or
future residential or commercial development and are contiguous
to the Town of Empire. For example, a portion of BLM land

east of Empire has been utilized in the past for an ice skating
rink. The Town would like to continue utilization of this

area for this purpose. The Town also has two Right-0f-Way
Grants from BLM for its water storage tanks and the new water
filtration facility. Empire would like to either share manage-
ment of these areas, or obtain sole management or ownership.

With additional study, other areas within the Management Units
could similarily be determined to have public utility or recre-
ational use or be prime areas for other development. As these
areas are continguous to Empire, we would greatly appreciate

having greater input to their disposition which would be afforded

us under the Special Review category.

Your affirmative consideration of this request would be most
welcomed. We would look forward to working of a development
plan for specific areas within the above reference units that
would meet with your approval.

Sincerely,

S e

Gary St.Clair
Mayor

GST/bhb



Telephone: 303-567-1421
Denver line: 303-573-1510

July 16, 1984

Bureau of Land Management

Northeast Resource Area

penver Federal Center, Building #41
penver, Colorado 80225

Frank Young, Area Manager 9

Dear Mr. Young:

The Clear Creek Economic Development Corporation would like

to submit written comments in response to the draft
Environmental Impact Statement on the Northeast Resource
Management Plan. The Clear Creek Economic Development
Corporation believes that Alternative E, the preferred
alternative of BLM, would have a significant negative

impact on Clear Creek County's future economic development
and growth. Although disposition of BLM land to the U.S.
Forest Service would be efficient from BLM's perspective,

it would not serve the interests of Clear Creek County. In
particular there are numerous BLM land parcels along
Interstate 70 which would be ideal for business development
of both a commercial or industrial nature. Ownership of

these lands by the USFS would severely preclude this type

of development. Certainly there are many land parcels which
should mostly logically be disposed to the USFS but Alternative
E indicates that all land will be disposed of in this fashion.

Consequently we would recommend that the negative environ-
mental impact of Alternative E be mitigated by placing all
BLM land in the category of Special Review. This would
allow all local interest groups the opportunity to comment
on how individual land parcels should be utilized and would
give potential developers the opportunity to work with our
corporation and local governments in order to actually
purchase and develop these land parcels.

We hope you give careful consideration to our comments and
incorporate them into the final Environmental Impact Statement
for the Northeast Resource Management Plan.

Sincerely,

Alan Klein, Director
Clear Creek Economic Development Corporation

mw

P.O. Box 907
Idaho Springs.
Colorado 80432

9

July 20, 1984

Mr. Frank Young, Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Northeast Resource Area

Denver Federal Center, Building 41
Denver, Colorado 80225

Dear Mr. Young,

The City of Idaho Springs would like to see the BIM lands in Clear Creek
County designated for specific review. Because flat or desirable land in

the Clear Creek Valley is at a premium, specific review of BIM land may
reveal certain parcels that would be desirable for Idaho Springs for ecomomic
development or public purposes.

Disposal of land without a specific study would not be in the best interest
of either the City or the County. Please seriously consider specific review
for Management Zome 8, Clear Creek County.

Sincerxely,

’
M“ e~
Karen R, Clark
City Administrator

KRC/mes
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9.

Clear Creek County Agencles

(Response to seven letters combined)

the proposed plan nearly all of the HM public lands in Clear
Creek County will be placed in the gpecific review category as
you have requested. The exceptions are management wnits 804,
811, 812, 83, the western portion of 817, the portion east of
the South Fork of Clear Creek of 821, 901, and 902. After
dering all public input, resource values, and existing land
pattern these lands are proposed for disposal to the USFS, DOW
(902), or for private disposal (901) without further specific
review (see the draft RMP/EIS).

=)

|

The transfer of subsurface estate is limited to the surface
ower. This consolidation of owmership can ocamr only under two
situations: first, if no mineral value is identified or second,
if known mineral values exist and a detemination is made that
the mineral reservation would preclude or interfer with the
appropriate nonmineral development and the nommineral
development is a more beneficial use of the land than mineral
development, then the mineral estate could be purchased at
appraised value. For this reason the transfer of subsurface
estate will be handled on a caseby-case basis through amalysis

including a mineral appraisal.

Clear Creek County Metal Mining Association

July 20, 1984

Frank Young, Area Manager
Bureau of lLand Management
Northeast Resource Area
Denver Federal Center
Building 41, Rocm 129
Denver, CO 80225

Dear Frank:

Re: Bureau of Land Management Draft Northeast Resource Area
Environmental Impact Statement/Resource Management Plan.

The Clear Creek County Metal Mining Association (COCMMA), a nonprofit
organization of approximately 200 members representing owners and
operators of small mines and mills in Gilpin and Clear Creek Counties,
wishes to make this response to the draft environmental impact statement
on the Northeast Resource Area Management Plan. Many of the menbers have
unpatented mining claims on lands in Clear Creek and Gilpin Counties
located within the management area.

Many members of the COOMMA have indicated that Alternative A (Continuation
of Current Management) is the only alternative offered that would not add
further restrictions to mineral development by the small operator. Many of
the small operators feel they are already facing an overwhelming mass of
requlations. Other alternatives indicate management would be turned over
to the U.S. Porest Service who have a more restrictive set of regulations
regarding mining and road access than does the Bureau of Land Management.

Some members of the Clear Creek County Metal Mining Association have
indicated they have unpatented mining claims on both Forest Service and
BIM lands and have found the BIM far better to work with. This is not only
because of the less restrictive regulations, but because of the continuity
in BIM personnel. The Forest Service changes district rangers (four
district rangers since 1977), and other personnel in this area quite
frequently.

Other concerns brought up by COOMA members included the possible
separation of surface and mineral rights of lands within the Colorado
Mineral belt by sale of the surface to county governments, municipalities,
or the general public. This would effectively remove many potentially
valuable mineral lands fram mining since, in some cases, the mineral
rights would probably be closed to mining, and in other cases, it would
become an added burden on the miner to recover the mineral without damage
to the surface owner.

Members were also concerned that lands upon which they have mineral
locations might be sold indiscriminately to the general public. Many of
the small operators do not have the funds to purchase the land and
continue with mineral development at the same time.

Many OCCMMA members felt that a specific review process should be
undertaken for each parcel of land considered for disposal. It is hoped
that in this way input from organizations like the COOMMA and fram
individuals knowledgeable about specific areas would be considered by the
BIM before a decision would be made.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this impact statement.
Very truly yours,
Patricia C. Mosch

Recording Secretary
Clear Creek County Metal Mining Association



Mr. frank Young
10. July 20, 1984

Page Two
Clear Creek County Metal Mining Association

Your comments and others have led us to change the preferred We want to bring to yc;ur attention ther fact that cer%ai:

will desjma Colorado plant species of special concern and USFWS candidate plan
altemative. The med plan in the final EIS e species may be found on lands in the area. Physaria bellil’ could occur
most of the land in Clear Creek Oomty for further specific in management areas 3a and 5b; aletes humilis may be present in manage-
review. This will be cooperative plamning with the HM, USFS, ment area Sa.
state and local govermments, and public involved in determining , R Onb pagded Sd. tund:’: '\;:te{ sou:ces.' we suggelst 1t2:t the ;?11:"-
wﬁcdiswlsormem. ng phrase be added to the first sentence: *. . . including applicable

interstate compacts.® It should be made clear that compacts are a part
of Colorado water law.

As a general policy, lands where unpatented claims exist will

s1 1.
not be sald though in some instances land may be sald subject to Va u%
existing mining claims. Land so claimed, if otherwise suitahle
for disposal, may be mede available if a mineral examination g:zégtkesﬂszgor
proves the claime invalid or an exception is determined to be

appropriate and acceptable to the mining claiment.

The objective of the proposed plan is still to eliminate all
public land (surface) from HM administration to the extent

possihle under current policies.

DHG:car

MEMORANDUM

DIVISION OF PARKS AND OUTDOOR RECREATION
Ron G. Holliday, Division Director

STATE OF COLORADO  RICHARD D. LAMM, Govemor Geological Survey
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES Vrmes o Resiomation T Dewitt John l 1
DAVID H. GETCHES, Executive Director Division of Mines .
1313 Sherman St, Room 718, Denver, Colorado 80203 866-3311 Ol snd Ges Conervetion Commission FROM: Jim Col i
Olvision of Perks & Outdoor Recrestion
Sall Conservetion Boerd SUBIECT:  BLYM N.E-\Belouxce Area Properties

Water Conservetion Board

Srton ot it OATE  July 19, 1984

I have identified several properties that we may be interested in acquir-
ing pursuant to the Recreation and Public Purposes Act.

Our interest on all properties outside of those at Golden Gate S.P. and
Jackson S.R.A. is dependent on the outcame of negotiations for management
with the Denver Water Department and Division of Wildlife.

July 20, 1984 I have informed our real estate agent of these properties and he will
proceed with an application for transferal as the cutcome of our manage-
ment proposals becomes clearer, probably by Spring of 1985.

BIM LANDS NEAR AREAS DPCR MANAGES
Mr. frank Young, Area Manager
Sureau of Land Management OR HAS MANAGEMENT INTEREST
Northeast Resource Area
10200 West 44th Avenue, $222 L
Wheatridge, Colorado '80033 Area Description

#502 One parcel next to Halligan Reservoir
Dear Mr. Young, {considered for DOW disposal)
Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Northeast R
Resource Area Resource Management Plan (RMP). ¥605 Several parcels near Gross Reservoir
(currently under R&PP application with Boulder County)
The State of Colorado supports efforts by BLM to create more

manageable land ownership patterns, including the disposal of 1solated #606 Several parcels in or near Eldorado Canyon State Park
parcels with no significant public value and the transfer of lands with (currently under R&PP application with Boulder County)
such value to other appropriate agencies. Although the Bureau of Land .
Management does not own extensive surface tracts in the northeast part #701 Several parcels in or next to Golden Gate Canyon State Park
of the state, many of the isolated tracts under BLM ownership are of (considered for DPOR proposal under R&FP)
great local and regional significance. In the process of disposal or . . .
transfer of ownership it 1s important that BLM work closely with state 315 Several parcels in or near North Sterling Reservoir
agencies, local governments, adjacent landowners and grazing permittees. {(considered for disposal to DPOR, Wildlife or locals)

We favor Alternative A, Continuation of Current Management, #309 One parcel under Jackson Reservoir

because 1t provides many more benefits for the fish and wildlife
resources than other alternatives. If BLM does decide to move toward

disposal of scattered lands, we favor Alternative D over Alternative E 313 One parcel under and adjacent to Prewitt Reservoir
because 1t provides for a tract-by-tract ®special review" prior to (considered for part of disposal to DOW)

disposal or transfer. In contrast, the BLM preferred alternative would .

transfer large areas to the U.S. Forest Service. Although a wholesale #306 One parcel under Black Hollow Reservoir

transfer might seem simpler, 1t would reguire an act of Congress and (considered for disposal to DOW)

might be longer and more involved than a tract-by-tract approach which
allows for adequate input and for consideration of a broader spectrum of
own 1 .

ership arrangements Parenthetical rarar_ks represent BIM recammendation for disposal under

According to Appendix B, 77 percent of the land to be disposed preferred alternative.

of 1s important wildlife habitat. If Alternative £ is implemented, 92
percent of the habitat lands would remain under federal, state, or local
government ownership. We are concerned, however, about the possible loss JC:bb
of the remaining 8 percent, or nearly 2,500 acres. Much of the area that
would be lJost 1s riparian and open water habitats essenttal to fisheries,

waterfowl, osprey, shorebirds, and threatened and endangered spectes such cc:  Ron Holllday

as the bald eagle and white pelican. One area provides habitat for elk megzﬁs
calving and several others provide deer and elk winter range. We realize Ralph Schell
that the final plan and EIS could be considerably different from the

draft. We ask that the Division of Wildlife be involved in the BLM Ernie tartinez
evaluation following the review period because of our concern about the

future of fish and wildlife habitat in Eastern Colorado.

The Colorado ODivisions of Wild1ife and Parks and Outdoor
Recreation are interested in further discussions about assuming manage-
ment of lands which are co-mingled with state lands or lands having
special wildlife values. State management would enable us to maintain
or improve critical habitats and continue to provide recreational
opportunities to the public. Both divisions are preparing detalled
comments on Individual tracts which are identified in the Draft RMP for
possible transfer to the state and will provide them to you by August 15.
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STATE OF COLORADO

Richard O. Lamm, Govemor
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

DIVISION OF WILDLIFE

James B. Ruch, Director

6060 Broadwsy

Denver, Colorado 80218 (207-1192)

August 21, 1984

To: DeWitt John, Department of Natural Resources

From:

Subject:

Don Smith, Division of Wildlife gﬂp

Disposal of BLM land in northeastern Colorado.

CF

&
11

The Division of Wildlife has evaluated the list of BLM lands scheduled

for disposal in the Draft Report, Northeast R
Management Plan/Environmental Statement of April, 1984.

ce Area R

e
Although we

would prefer that these lands be retained by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, we understand the problems associated with their management and

the reasons for their disposal.
wildlife habitat and should remain in public ownership.

ested in the following tracts:

Some of these lands provide important

We are inter-

No.

Name

Location Acres

Wildlife Value

202

205

209

215

3¢l

302

303

304

306

307

308

309

312

313

314

315

316

Tamarack

Wray

Bonny

Karval

Reservoir #15

Reservoir #2

(Doumel Lake)

Reservoir #5

Reservoir #6

Black Hollow

Reservoir

Riverside Res.

Empire Res.

Jackson Res,

Snyder

Prewitt Res.

Atwood

North Sterling
Reservoir

Dorsey

T1ON, R4BN, S22 80

T3N, R43N, S24, 25 80

T5S, R43W, Sll1, 15 2

T15S8, R55W, $26, 35

T16S, R55W, Si, 2 663

TIN, R6IW, S4 200

T9N, R68W, S30 40

T8N, R68W, S6 78

T8N, R68W, S6, 8 160

T8N, R67W, S34 80

TSN, R61W, S31 3,076
T4N, Ré2W, Ss1, 2, 11, 12, 13
T4N, R61W, 85, 6, 7, 8*

T3N,
T4N,
T4N,
TSN,

T4N,

T4N,

TN,

TIN,

R61W, S1*
R61W, 825, 35
R60W, S31
R6OW, S14

R56W, S14

R34W, S1, 12

R53W, S26

R53W, 83, 4,

9, 10

T1IN, R47W, S28

890

280

40

635

40

681

40

Joins Tamarack
Wildlife Area.,Applied
for in 1971,

Greater Prairie
Chicken habitat

Joins South Republican
Wildlife Area - T & E
species present

Joins Karval Lake
Wildlife Area

Important wildlife
Habitat - Partially
under water

Important wildlife
habitat -
Partially under water.

Important wildlife
habitat - Partially
under water

Important wildlife
habitat - Partially
under water

Public Fishing Lease
exists

Important wildlife
habitat.T & E species
present, Pelican
developments by Agree-
ment with Irri. Co.

We applied for BLM
land in 1971.

Public fishing desired,
Joins our property.
Application for BLM
land submitted in 1971,

Joins DOW property on
north side. T & E
species.

River bottom between
Chartier and Berry
Wildlife Areas,

Important habitat and
fishery, T & E species.
Have lease with
Operating Co.

Important river bottom.
T & E species, Near
Luft Wildlife Area

(So. Platte)

Joins DOW wildlife
area, T & E species,
important fishery,
Have lease with N.
Sterling Irri. Co.

Good riparian habitat
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DeWitt John
August 21, 1984
Page 2

No. Name Location Acres Wildlife Value
a7z Julesburg Res, TL1IN, R47W, S18 159 Fishing - Land
underwater
404 Wildcat Creek T6M, R58W, S26 240 Fishing access to
TSN, RS58W, §22, 23, 27 potential reservoir
502 Cherokee Park TI1IN, R71W, S30, 34 202 Joins Cherokee Park
Wildlife area and
Halligan Res.
503 Rabbit Creek TION, R71W, S30 40 Important big game
habitat near Cherokee
Wildlife Area
506 Hewlett Gulch T9N, R71W, S34 160 Important big game
habitat
507 Owl Creek T8N, R69W, S6 169 Important deer and
antelope habitat
508 Goat Hill T8N, R69W, S19 45 Important habitat
joining Watson Wildlife
Area
510 Castle Mtn. T5N. R73W, S23 120 Inportant big game
habitat
513 St. Vrain T3N, R71W, S10, 11, 681 Iwportant wildlife
13, 14, 22, 23 habitat, especially
bighorn sheep.
601 Left Hand Cr. T2N, R71W, S26 80 Important big game
habitat
602 Ward TIN, R72, 73W ? Stream access only
603 Gold Hill TIN, R71, 72W ? Stream access only
605 Gross Res. T1S, R71wW, S21, 28, 322 Important wildlife
29 habitat
606 Boulder Creek TI1S, R71W, 825, 26, 935 Important wildlife
27, 34, 35 habitat and fishing
702 Eldorado Mtn. T2S, R71W, 52 284 Important big game

habitat, Joins 606.

801 through 821 need public ownership to allow stream fishing, preservation

902

903

909

1002

Mt. Evans

Deer Creek

Cathedral Spires/T7S, R70W, S10

T5S, R73W, S13

T6S, R73W, S27

Prospect Res. TIN, R64W, S26

Horse Creek Res./ TIN, R64W, S32

of wildlife habitat and hunting opportunities.

40

40

80

64

160

Joins Mt. Evans
wildlife Atea,big
game habitat

Fishing and big
game habitat

Important for peregrine
falcon and big game.

Important wildlife
habitat T & E species.

Important wildlife
habitat

We realize that considerable work remains before a decision is made on who

will receive the various tracts scheduled for disposal.

We do want to be

involved in the final decision pertaining to this list and other tracts
providing critical big game range, hunting opportunities, and riparian
habitat.

DS:cs

cct Ruch
Prenzlow
Barrows
Graul
McCloskey



Colorado State Agencies {Response to three letters combined)

The preferred altemative (E) has been altered in response to
your and many other public comments. The proposed plan in the
final EIS is similar to alternative D in that it provides for
tract-by-tract specific review, prior to disposal or transfer,
for areas where there are many concerns needing study and the
land pattemn is very complex.

All critical habitats for wildlife have been protected under the
proposed plan after changes were made in response to the DOW
coments, see below. In some instances there are significant
conflicting public and private values to be resolved with the
affected perties as a part of the disposal tramsaction.
Consultation with state, local governments, and private
interests helped detemmine where these public and private values
exist.

The PR comments are incorporated into the proposed plan as
shown below.

There will be a significant amomt of further coordination prior
to the status changes.

The presence of threatened and endangered plants or animals must
be specifically reviewed prior to any Federal action as a part
of environmental assessment, and their protection assured. We
will include a search for the two species you mentioned and if
found we would contact you for input into the envirommental
assessment.

We have also added to page 5 under the title water sources in
the first sentence
" « « + Water Law including applicable interstate compacts.”

Proposed land status decisions for units of concemn:

Unit Number Proposed Plan recommendation
202 Public Disposal
205 Public Disposal
209 Public Disposal
215 Public Disposal
3 Public and/or Private Disposal
302 Public and/or Private Disposal
03 Public and/or Private Disposal
304 Public and/or Private Disposal
306 Public and/or Private Disposal
307 Public and/or Private Disposal
08 Public and/or Private Disposal
309 Public and/or Private Disposal
312 Public Disposal
33 Public and/or Private Disposal
314 Public Disposal
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Proposed land status decisions for units of concem continued:
Unit Number Proposed Plan recommendation

Public and/or Private Disposal
Public Disposal

Private Disposal

Private Disposal

Public Disposal

Public Disposal

USFS

Private Disposal

Public Disposal

Private Disposal

USFS - Sec. 22, 23; Public
Disposal Sec. 10, 11, 13, 14
Public Disposal

Specific Review

Specific Review

Public Disposal

Public Disposal

Public Disposal

Public and/or Private Disposal
Specific Review

Public Disposal

Public Disposal

Private Disposal

Private Disposal

We anticipate working closely with the imvolved state agencies
on each of these actions as they occur. Several situations
concerning existing irrigation company reservoirs will require
considerable discussion and negotiation as solutions are worked
out. Meetings including the HM, state agencies, and the
irrigation companies will certainly be required to negotiate
solutions.

SESSEINBOB8R HUBLEEEeRER

cSu

Colorado State University
Fort Collins, Colorado
80523
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Colorado State Forest Service

April 30, 1984

Frank Young

Area Manager

Northeast Resources Area, BLM
10200 West 44th Avenue, #222
Wheatridge, Colorado 80033

Dear Mr. Young:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft Northeast Resource
Area Management plan.

Our fire staff has a few comments which we feel might prevent future
misunderstanding. Statements about wildfire hazard and risk are correct
for BLM lands in the Front Range but should not be construed as to apply
to nonfederal lands.

Attached are our comments on fire statements from pages 5, 16 and 32 of
the draft plan.

Sincerely,

A omn.

Delmer L. Brown
Deputy State Forester

es

cc: Ron Zeleny



12.

Colorado State Forest Service
On page 5, Issue 10, Wildfire B., General, the first sentence
now reads "Wildfire protection is historically not considered

NECeSSATY O « o o o

Page 16, Wildfire, first sentence now reads "Wildfire is not a
major problem on public land in the Northeast Resource Area.”

On page 32, the State Director is added to those who sign the

cooperative agreements. The addition of "quickly” to suppress
wildfires is not necessary as it is understood.

E. Fred Birdsall Conceo Inc.

Publi¢ Lands Coordinator 855 17th Strest
Denver, CO 80202
{303) 2916122
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April 26, 1984

Stuart Freer, A.D.M.
Bureau of Land Management
Canon City District
Post Office Box 311
Canon City, Colorado 81212

Dear Stub:

Thanks for your April 24 letter on the NERA RMP and the suggested recreation
contacts. 1've written to all of them and you will see copies of that correspondence
later on.

I note the RMP public meetings June 4-7 and one of my points at our last Council
meeting was that the Council should make a strong effort to get out and support the
plan at these public meetings. Now I note to my great chagrin that I will be cut of
the state all that week. There's a week-long management meeting, a "must do™ as far
as I am concerned and cannot be avoided. I'm really sorry.

I do think it is a good plan and will sell itsslf. In my assigned area of Recreation
1 cannot imagine what conflicts might be perceived by user groups under your preferred
alternative.

Yours very truly,

jil
cc:
Carl Erickson

13.

Conoco Inc.
No response necegsary.

Cottonwood Farms

P.0. Box 229
Boulder, CO 80306 1 4

July 6, 1984

Frank Young

Area Manager

Bureau of Land Management
Northeast Resource Area
Denver Federal Center
Building 41

Denver, CO 80225

Dear Mr. Young:

Enclosed please find our comments on the Northeast Resource
Area, Resource Management Plan/Draft Environmental Impact State-
ment. The review and analysis relate principly to Parcel 702,
Eldorado Mountain (Township 2 South, Range 71 West, Section 2),
specifically the Northwest quarter of the Northwest quarter; the
Northeast quarter of the Northwest quarter; the Southeast quarter
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of the Northwest quarter; and the West one-half of southwest
quarter of this decision area. We are very familiar with the
area since Cottonwood Farms owns and manages property adjacent
to this BLM land. 1In fact, the Southeast quarter of the North-
west quarter separates our ownership into two parcels, which
isolates our properties from each other, making it difficult for
us to formulate coherent and logical plans for our land.

Cottonwood Farms, as you will recall from our previous
communication with your office, is interested in obtaining portions
of Parcel 702. Therefore, we request that the Bureau of Land
Management amend its Resource Management Plan to designate Parcel
702 for disposal to a non-federal entity. Our enclosed review,
complete with site specific information, delineates the reasons
we believe you should change your plan to more accurately reflect
existing conditions.

Should you wish to discuss this information in greater detail,
please do not hesitate to call me at 444-2151. I would also
appreciate receiving any additional notices and information relating
to the Resource Management Plan as your review process continues.

Sincerely,
S A
Mike Hart

cc: David Hallock

14,

Oottamwood Farms
Due to your comments, the state and county interest in the lands
we have decided to change the land status proposal for tract 702
to Public and/or Private Disposal. This provides you or others
the opportunity to discuss purchase or exchange.

“Dln*

dJn" Qﬁ

M $ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

e m‘,,é’ REGION VIt

1860 LINCOLN STREET
DENVER, COLORADO 80295

Ref: 8PM-EA 2 1584
Frank Young, Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Northeast Resource Area

Denver Federal Center
Building 41, Room 129
Denver, Colorado 80225

RE: Draft Northeast Resource Area
Resource Management Plan/
Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Young:

The Region VIII Office of the Environmental Protection Agency has
reviewed the referenced resource management plan and EIS. We appreciated the
opportunity to express some of our concerns at the June 7, 1984 public
hearing. Our detailed comments are attached.

The EPA recognizes the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA)
process for evaluating the suitability of BLM land for retention, transfer, or
disposal. This RMP proposes transferring 30,580 acres to other federal
agencies and a State of Colorado agency. The enclosed detailed comments
reflect our concerns regarding this land analysis process, and the
environmental implications of either partial acceptance or non-acceptance by
the other agencies. Additional concerns relate to environmental resource
inventorying, minerals management, and environmental impact assessment.

As a result of these concerns on certain aspects of the proposed action,
we have given this EIS an ER-2 rating. While this means that we have some
environmental reservations about the proposal, additional information should
alleviate our concerns. I[f you have further questions regarding our concerns,
feel free to contact Doug Lofstedt of my staff at 844-2460.

Singerely yours,

Jagk W. Hoffbuhr
ing Assistant REgional Administrator
for Policy and Management

Enclosure



ENCLOSURE

EPA COMMENTS ON THE BLM DRAFT NORTHEAST RESOURCE AREA
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN/EIS (CO)

Environmental Planning and Management

EPA recognizes the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) process
for evaluating BLM land transfers and disposals when it will foster more
effective and efficient resource management. However, this analysis presents
some concerns that we would 1ike to see clarified. The EIS uses the terms
“piblic value* and “national interest" as criteria in determining appropriate
disposition. What is the difference between the terminology? What is
determined to be adequate "public value" or “national interest” lands? One
example of this concern is open space. On page 11, various amounts of
“important open space acres would be disposed of" (depending on alternative).
At what point is "important" not important enough for retention or transfer?

Under the preferred alternative, it appears that a decision has already
been made to transfer ownership of 30,580 acres of BLM surface estate
regardless of whether or not the Forest Service, National Park Service, and
Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) actually accept the portions allocated to
them. Our concern, in such a case, is over the continuing planning,
management, and environmental implications for these lands. These
implications are not clear in the RMP/EIS. Additional "specific review" has
been recognized as a need for 16,700 acres under alternative D (page 40). How
much "specific review" would be needed in case of either non-acceptance or
partial acceptance by these three agencies? Would there be an environmental
assessment? The basis for the assumption that "Local governments would
utilize acquired lands for open space and recreation® (page 25) needs further
documentation. In summary, we would like to see the RMP and environmental
impact assessment deal in more depth with these land transfer/disposal
concerns,

An important function of this RMP/EIS is to identify important
environmental resources needing protection and management for the public
interest. This is particularly important because of the land transfer and
disposal intentions of BLM. Appendix 8 and C address the natural resource
considerations for each management unit and/or zone. However, to help improve
the awareness of these resources, we suggest that they be mapped (preferably
on the management zone maps in Appendix B). Important inclusions would be:

- water quality concern areas,
sensitive watersheds,
water sources,
- Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, if any,
(in response to Section 202 (c)(3) of FLPMA),
gound water resources (particularly those
that could be impacted by coal development),
areas of needed watershed treatment,
- and important wildlife habitat.

The relationship of these resources to management of the public lands and/or
mineral estate could then be more readily understood.

A1l of the alternatives were to address areas of critical environmental
concern (page 9). However, we couldn't track the consideration of this
criterion through the alternatives analysis or impact assessment process.
Consequently, the EIS should more clearly indicate the areas considered as
critical, if any, their management needs, and environmental implications of
the various alternatives.

In addition to BLM stipulations on oil and gas operations, the rules and
regulations of the Colorado 0il and Gas Commission's Underground Injection
Control (UIC) Program would apply if there were injection activities.

We commend the recognition on page 39 of the non-measurable resource
valugs of air quality, water quality, and soils. This will be an important
consideration in post-RMP site-specific activities.

Environmental Impact Disclosure

The risk of water quality degradation under Alternatives A-D is briefly
addressed on page 40. The type and degree of potential risk under
Alternatives D and E should be defined in more depth. In addition, we would
li;eEto see a comparison of these risks, particularly between Alternatives D
and E.

One of the disappointments we have had in general in review of the
initial RMPs/EIS's relates to the oftentimes vague level of impact disclosure
information. In this EIS, the potential water quality, floodplain, ground
water, and soil erosion impacts from mineral development are mentioned in
general on page 31. However, impact reductions resulting from application of
controls and mitigations (such as discussed on page 34, Appendixes B and C,
and elsewhere) should be factored in. The following are additional EPA
concerns regarding mineral development: ’

1. Site-specific analyses would be done as needed for Applications for
Permits to Orill, and for coal mining. Because of this incremental process,
the need for cumulative impact assessment and management on a watershed or
sub-watershed basis (at least for the most environmentally sensitive areas)
should be clarified in the EIS.

2. Public and other-agency involvement in the post-RMP site-specific actions
should be clarified.

3. The EIS would be more complete if impact disclosures from the 0i1 and Gas
Umbrella EA were integrated into it.

4. On page 36, it is mentioned that transferring lands to the USFS and CDOW
may result in a “greater negative impact® in relation to saleable minerals.
What does this mean?

5. We would like to see the discussion of minerals activity on page 34
briefly clarify what the FLPMA requirements of unnecessary and undue
degradation mean when applied to an actual project.

The anticipated consequences of overgrazing on water quality, riparian
areas, and soils should be identified on page 31.

D
E

J L

40

15.

Fnvirommental Protection Agency, USDI

A.

B.

C.

D.

F.

G.

H.

I.

J.

"National interest” is the term used by FIPMA in Section
102(a)(1) and (2). "Public value” is the temm applied to lands
not having national interest, but some value to the general
public greater than to an individual; usually applied to values
best managed by a public entity (state or local) but may include
a nonprofit organization that maintains lands open to public
use. Refer to FLPMA Section 203(a).

The EIS process is meant to detemmine this question of
"adequacy” and “important enough” by analysis of various
altematives. If they were defined didentically in each
altemative, there would be no need for analysis.

No decision has yet been made. A FEIS must be published for
protest and then a Record of Decision. Changes have been made
in the proposed plan to clarify the specific proposed status
adjustments are recommended entitles for disposal and action is
not limited solely to the one identified.

An envirommental agsessment would be required for all specific
review areas and for specific disposals prior to final decision.

It is assumed that local governments would utilize acquired
lands for open space and recreation because they are expected to
acquire the lands through the Recreation and Public Purposes
Act, which limits future use. Only as a rare exception is local

govermment expected to pay market value.

All of the suggested inclusions except ground water resources
are essentially mapped by reference from the Appendix to the
maps. To individually map all resource values would pose an
unreasonahle increase in cost. All of the suggested inclusions
including ground water resources are described in the affected
enviromment chapter and Iimpacts analyzed in Chapter IV
Fnvironmental Consequences.

No potential areas of critical envirommental concem were
identified nor recommended by public input. See page 3, last
paregraph under "Issues.”

This and many other laws, rules, and regulations of the state of
Colorado and local governments would apply to management
proposals. A paragraph has been added to page 4, Introduction,
Chapter II.

A more specific discussion of water quality degradation is
presented on page 31 under Water Quality, Floodplains, and
Sources.

Impact disclosures can only be as accurate and site specific as
the proposed action (e.g., mine plan, timber sale, etc.). An
RMP allocates land to resource use and Iidentifies potential
problems that must be rectified when actual use is being
plammed. No specific amount of sediment or other pollutant nor
reduction due to mitigation can be predicted from land and
regsource allocations that do not include site specific ground
disturbing actions.

1. See response above to paragraph 7, General. Specific
cumilative impact assessment and management will be done
for subwatershed or watershed areas when actual proposed
develomments indicate the need. For oil and gas this is
vhen an application for a pemit to drill a conformation
well is recleved. For coal mining this is when a large
mine plan is submitted. A paragraph is added to page 34,
Minerals, Introduction in the final RMP/EIS.

2. Post-RMP involvement by other agenclies 1s covered
under implementation of the proposed plan in the final
RMP/EIS.



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
15. (Continued) FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
e M.
730 SI . :
3. This is true but the cost of integrating a document GOLDEN, COLORADO 80401
the size of the Umbrella FA would be highly

disproportionate to the bemefits, perticularly when the 17
information has been and still is available. Reference is July 18, 1984
authorized by CRR 1502.21.

TO: Area Manager, BLM Northeast Research Area,
Wheat Ridge, CO

4, This is stated because the USFS and DOW generally are .
more restrictive on the development of a salable mineral FRoM: @%ﬁiiiﬁﬁii'ﬁiﬁic,,
surface mine.

SUBJECT: Review and Comments on Northeast Resource Area
Resource Management Plan - DEIS

5. HM determines what 1is wumecessary and undue

We have completed our review of the subject document and wish to

degradation through the environmental assessment process by provide the following comments for your consideration in
analyzing alternative impacts of a site specific proposal development of the FEIS.
(i.e., mine plan). General Comments
Overall, we found the DEIS to be well written and generally
K. Alﬂn@ overgraz:[ng does have adverse :l_nm,cm on 30:[_13, cgmprehensiva in the description of the management plan
alternatives. He have concerns that some of the land sales
riparian vegetation, and water quality no overgrazing is and/or land transfers identified in the various proposals have
ocaurrring nor M to ocarr in the Northeast Resource Area. not been fully analyzed or concurred in by state agencies which

either have direct interest in or are named as recipient's for
proposed land transfers or management responsibilities.

In the analysis of Alternative D the DEIS indicates that 4770

acres, which are identified as excellent wildlife habitat, would
be lost to public wildlife management purposes. It would appear
that the Colorado Division of Wildlife (DOW) could utilize some

’ portion of these lands for wildlife conservation purposes.

EXON COMPANY, USA Conversely, Alternative E (preferred Alternative) assumes that

POST OFFICE BOX 120 « DENVER, COLORADO 80201 3080 acres of land would be managed by DOW, however, we have not
been able to verify any agreements between DOW and BLM to verify
acceptance of this specific transfer.

EXPLORATION DEPARTMENT

WESTERN DIVISION

oW, PRARTORIUE If the DOW has not been provided opportunity for a desirability

MaNAGER July 25, 1984 review of the lands being considered for disposal, we suggest that

such opportunity be provided prior to the selection of
alternatives for the FEIS. As provided by 16 U.S.C. 667 b.; real
property which is under the control of a Federal agency and no
longer required by such agency and which can be utilized for
wildlife conservation purposes, may upon request be transferred to
the agency of the state exercising administration over the
wildlife resources of the State wherein the real property lies.

Mr. Frank Young, Area Manager Specific Comments

Northeast Resource Area

Bureau of Land Management Page 1 Alternative D states: "In addition to general sale for
Denver Federal Center many acres, some non-public value lands were designated
Bldg. 41 for sale to specific private interests".

Denver, Colorado 80225
Comment: If this sale includes the 4770 acres of
Dear Mr. Young: excellent wildlife habitat as identified on page 28; how
were the non-public value of these lands established?
Exxon Company, U.S.A. welcomes this opportunity to offer comments on the

Northeast Resource Area Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Page 25 Table IV - 2 The footnote of this table states that
Statement (DRMP/EIS). Exxon has a strong interest in the planning process for each oil and gas well is expected to disturb no more
federal public lands because many of these areas, especially in the than 3 acres. Does this estimate include the
Denver-Julesburg Basin, have potential for additional discoveries and disturbance needed for access and support facilities?
production. It would appear to us on the basis of other studies that
total disturbances from each well would be much greater
Exxon commends the Northeast Resource Area for its positive treatment of oil than this.
and gas in the DRMP/EIS document as another multiple use resource. It is
esgential that land use plans, such as the Northeast Resource Area's, properly Page 27 Wildlife Habitat, Paragraph 6
acknowledge and anticipate the development of undiscovered oil and gas
potential still present in the basin. The Denver Basin, as you know, is a If BLM makes a determination that the proposed action
large sedimentary basin with a long established oil and gas producing history may be detrimental to Bald Eagles as described by
in Cretaceous age reservoirs. Future potential for the basin is significant in previous actions; consultation through Section 7 of the
lightly explored older sediments when areal extent thickness and rock types are Threatened and Endangered Species Act must be initiated.
considered. Regardless of this determination, we believe agreement on the
management of lands with questionable impacts must be
We were also pleased to see the Rocky Mountain 0il and Gas Association's made. We therefore request that the word should
(RMOGA) matrix spplied in your analysis of alternatives. We recognize that the in the last sentence of this paragraph be changed to
BLM considers geologic favorability and certainty criteria in making its would.
evaluations. However, we believe that the RMOGA matrix using geologic
potential and access restriction criteria is a more objective and useful tool Column 2 Paragraph 10 states: “The major potential
for displaying the range of impacts when land use is restricted. negative impact would be mining in riparian zones.*
Exxon is grateful for the opportunity to comment, and we hope you find our Comment: It was our understanding that these areas
input helpful. Should you have any questions or if we can provide any further would be provided protection through the application of
assistance, please contact Mr. Amos Plante (303-789-755Q0) or Mr. Fernando Blackgoat unsuitability criteria. If this statement is true, we
(303-789-7488) in our Denver office. believe a more thorough discussion and location of the
application of unsuitability criteria is warranted in
Sincerely, the FEIS.
. Page 28 Paragraph 5 & 6 states: “The 890 acres of excellent
/ Dl 1¢<D potential important habitat at Empire Reservoir is
H>~W. Praetorius scheduled to go to the Irrigation Company. The post
disposal use of the inundated portion of the tract will
FB:mma be the same. The shoreline which provides cottonwoods
for wintering bald eagles might be subiject to a change
c - Mr. W. B. Bickley of use. 520 acres are to go to State Parks as part of
Mr. W. R. Campbell Golden Gate State Park and 40 acres of a mule deer winter
Mr. R. R. Dern concentration area are slated to be sold.
Mr. A. A. Plante
Mr. J. A. Willott There is 280 acres of potential bald eagle, waterfowl
Mr. C. L. Wilmott and aquatic habitat at Bijou Reservoir to be sold to the
irrigation company, while 60 acres of fair habitat at
16. Comments: 1) BLM should make a determination of the

impact the change in land use may have
on the bald eagles in the FEIS.

Exxon Compeny, U.S.A.
No response necessary.
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2) As stated in the "General Comments"
section, these acreages and the mule
deer concentration area in addition to
other lands "scheduled” for disposal should
be reviewed by DOW for evaluation of
nanagement potential for that agency.

Page 34 Minerals, Paragraph 1, Sentence 3

Section 505 of FLPMA also extends this responsibility on
termns and conditions on right-of-ways to adjacent lands.
This sentence should be modified to reflect this
responsibility.

Page 40 and 41, 1st paragraph of each alternative {see general
comments)

Our concerns over the lack of adeguate review and
management agreements by agencies identified as
potential land recipients should be considered
prior to development of these sections in the FEIS.

Page 70 and 71, Management Unit 307, 308, 309 and 311

It is noted that some of these areas.which have been
identified for disposal may adjoin areas being
considered for wildlife management purposes on the
Narrows Reservoir which is proposed by the Bureau of
Reclamation (BR). Although some portions are identified
in the RMP for disposal to DOW, greater management
potential may be achieved by consideration of the
development and management plans in this area by both
BR and DOW.

Summary

As evidenced by our comments, the concerns of the FWS focus on
two major aspects of the DEIS. These are:

1. Fajlure to analyze and clearly identify the anticipated
impacts of the proposed alternatives to threatened and
endangered species.

2. An apparent lack of coordination and review of the lands
available for disposition/acquisition by other agencies which
have interest in, or are named as recipient/management
agencies for identified lands.

He believe both of these concerns can and must be rectified in
the FEIS. The FWS would be pleased to provide assistance as
needed. Coordination regarding endangered species matters may be
directed to our Salt Lake City Endangered Species office. All
o:her coordination may continue to be handled through this
office.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this

resource management plan.
bwm @_ M\a

cc: BLM - State Office
CDOW, Denver
FWS/EC, Washington, D. C.
FWS/HR, Denver, C0O
FWS/ES, Grand Junction, CO
FWS/SE, Salt Lake City, Attn: L. England

17.

Fish and Wildlife Service, USDI

General Comments: paragraph 1 — We believe the proposed land
status changes have been analyzed sufficlently to make valid
decisions. It is true that concurrence had not been recieved an
all parcels prior to the draft, but contact and discussions had
been initiated. One purpose of the draft is to obtain thds
concurrence in the form of written comments. Note that several
changes from the preferred altemative have been made in the
proposed plan.

paragraph 2 - See response to paragraph 1.
paragraph 3 - See response to paragraph 1.

Specific Comments: page 1 — Each altemative included different
amonts and combinations of land for disposal for analysis
purposes. These variations were based on slightly different
interpretations of public and private values, and based on
public input or interest in disposal.

page 25 - Three acres of disturbance per well is the
estimated average maximum amount anticipated, including new

access roads, pad development, and directly related
facilities.

page 27 - The word should is changed to would.
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Riparian zones are mnot directly protected by the
wnsuitability criteria but may be protected by the flood
plain and alluvial valley floor criteria. Some riparian
vegetation outside these areas may be impacted by surface
mining. Add to the third sentence ". . . zones outside
flood plains and alluvial valley floors, which are
protected by wmsuitability criteria.”

page 28 — Each altermmative included different amounts and
combinations of land for disposal for analysis purposes.
The impact on bald eagles from the change in land ownership
cammot be anticipated, although past experience shows fair
cooperation between the DOW and irrigation compenies in
preserving habitat. A determination by the USF&WS under
Section 7 will be made. The DOW has been reviewing these
lands during the comment period on the draft RMP/EIS. Note
that the proposed plan has changed the land disposal
recommendations for several of these reservoirs and other
lands to better address these questions. Also, see
response to page 27 comment above.

page 34 ~ The third sentence under "Minerals” now reads
"The Federal land Policy and Management Act (FLPM)
requires that restrictions be imposed on all minerals
activities including related rights—of-way to prevent . . ."

page 40 and 41 ~ See response to general comments above.

page 70 and 71 - The B(R was sent a copy of the draft
RVMP/FIS for review. No comment was received.

Arapaho and 240 West Prospect
United States Forest Roosevelt NF Fort Collins, CO 80526 2098
Department of Service
Agncuiture
Reyo 1950
o JUL 19 1984
"Frank Young 1 8
Area Manager, Northeast Resource Area

Bureau of Land Management
10200 West 44th Avenue #222
Wheatridge, CO 80033

L

Dear Mr. Young:

We have reviewed the Draft Northeast Resource Area Resource Management Plan/
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), and have the following comments.

The premise that a single agency could administer and manage lands located in
the same area more efficiently than two is basically sound. However, the
analysis contained in the DEIS does not fully support this premise, nor does
it adequately examine the effects of implementing the preferred alternative.
Chapter IV, Environmental Consequences, on page 39, contains a discussion
about BLM Management Costs and predicts substantial savings. This is
misleading since only costs to BLM were considered, not the total cost to the
United States, A substantial portion of those costs would merely be
transferred to another federal agency and little, if any, savings to the
government, as a whole, would be realized, This discussion should be expanded
to reflect the actual costs of the alternatives, including necessary costs to,
and staffing required, by other agencies, and state or local governments.

Some of the tracts identified for transfer to the Forest Service would not be
appropriate for inclusion in the National Forest System. In some cases, they
are adjacent to or very similar to lands the Forest Service is attempting to
dispose of through various authorities. In some cases, the state or the
affected county might be a more logical recipient. In others it would be more
efficient for the BLM to dispose of the undesirable tracts via the far simpler
BLM authorities before transfer, rather than have the Forest Service do so
afterwards.

The feasibility of the preferred alternative is not discussed, but it is
evident that the alternative is heavily dependent upon others. Agencies,
local governments, and individuals must be willing and able to take the
actions which are necessary to make it work, but which are beyond BLM's
ability to control. Experience has shown that disposal of lands in semi-urban
settings such as found near Colorado Springs and Idaho Springs can quickly
become controversial leading to delays in implementation, or major alterations
in the action. As previously indicated, many of the lands proposed for
transfer contain more problems than values, regardless of the recipient., The
feasibility of the proposal is questionable.



Frank Young Page 2

The following are comments we have on specific tracts:
Tract 506 - We concur with transfer to Forest Service,

Tract 509 - These small parcels would not make an appropriate addition to
the National Forest. We recommend disposal to adjacent landowners.

Tract 511 - We concur with transfer to Forest Service.
Tract 512 ~ We concur with transfer to Forest Service.

Tract 513 - Section 10 - This parcel is surrounded by a working ranch and
would add little to the National Forest except additional management problems.
Sections 22 and 23 - This parcel is adjacent to the Forest and would be a
suitable addition to it. Sectiomns 11, 14, and 15 - These parcels would be
separated from other Forest lands and inappropriate for inclusion in the
Forest; we recommend they be transferred to Boulder County if they are to be
retained in public ownership.

Tract 514 - This tract is 5 miles from the nearest National Forest land and
its retention for Forest Service management would be inappropriate. We
recommend disposal.

Tract 602 - This tract consists of numerous mineral fractions of various sizes
and is similar to other areas of National Forest ownership. Such lands carry
with them burdensome administrative costs because of complex boundaries and
the continuing threat of encroachment. We concur that some of this tract
should be retained and managed by the Forest Service, but only after disposal
of qualifying and appropriate tracts under BLM Small Tracts Act, which is some
what simpler than the Forest Service Small Tracts Act,

Tract 603 - Same as Tract 602,
Tract 604 - We concur with transfer to Forest Service,
Tract 605 - We concur with transfer to Boulder County,

Tract 802 - Except for a few isolated stretches of Clear Creek frontage, these
are not lands that have value for management by the Forest Service. We would
recommend disposal as being more logical.

Tract 804 - We concur with transfer to Forest Service,

Tract 805 - Except for a few isolated stretches of Clear Creek frontage, there
are no lands within this tract that have value for management by the Forest
Service. We would recommend disposal as being more logical,

Tract 806 - Except for a few isolated stretches of Clear Creek frontage, there
are no lands within this tract that have value for management by the Forest
Service. We would recommend disposal as being more logical.

Tract 807 - This tract consists of numerous mineral fractions of various sizes
and is similar to other areas of National Forest ownership. Such lands carry
with them burdensome administrative costs because of complex boundaries and
the continuing threat of encroachment. We concur that some of this tract
should be retained and managed by the Forest Service but only after disposal
of qualifying and appropriate tracts under BLM Small Tracts Act, which is
simpler than the Forest Service Small Tracts Act.

Tract 808 - This tract consists of numerous mineral fractions of various sizes
and 1is similar to other areas of National Forest ownership. Such lands carry
with them burdensome administrative costs because of complex boundaries and
the continuing threat of encroachment. We concur that some of this tract
should be retained and managed by the Forest Service, but only after disposal
of qualifying and appropriate tracts under BLM Small Tracts Act, which is some
what simpler than the Forest Service Small Tracts Act.

Tract 809 - This tract consists of numerous mineral fractions of various sizes
and 18 similar to other areas of National Forest ownership. Such lands carry
with them burdensome administrative costs because of complex boundaries and

the continuing threat of encroachment. We concur that some of this tract should

be retained and managed by the Forest Service, but only after disposal of
qualifying and appropriate tracts under BLM Small Tracts Act, which is some
what simpler than the Forest Service Small Tracts Act. Some lands in this
parcel contain significant historical remains and the Georgetown Historical
Society might be a logical recipient.

Tract 810 - We concur with transfer to Forest Service,
Tract_8ll - We concur with transfer to Forest Service.
Tract 812 - We concur with transfer to Forest Service.
Tract 813 - We concur with transfer to Forest Service,

Tract 8l4 - This tract consists of numerous mineral fractions of various sizes
and 1s similar to other areas of National Forest ownership. Such lands carry
with them burdensome administrative costs because of complex boundaries and
the continuing threat of encroachment. We concur that some of this tract
should be retained and managed by the Forest Service, but only after disposal
of qualifying and appropriate tracts under BLM Small Tracts Act, which is some
what simpler than the Forest Service Small Tracts Act.

Tract 815 - This tract consists of numerous mineral fractions of various sizes
and 1s similar to other areas of National Forest ownership. Such lands carry
with them burdensome administrative costs because of complex boundaries and
the continuing threat of encroachment.
be retained and manage buy the Forest Service, but only after disposal of
qualifying and appropriate tracts under BLM Small Tracts Act which is some
what simpler than the Forest Service Small Tracts Act.

Tract 816 - This tract consists of numerous mineral fractions of various sizes
and 1is similar to other areas of National Forest ownership. Such lands carry
with them burdensome administrative costs because of complex boundaries and
the continuing threat of encroachment. We concur that some of this tract
should be retained and managed by the Forest Service, but only after disposal
of qualifying and appropriate tracts under BLM Small Tracts Act, which is some
what simpler than the Forest Service Small Tracts Act. Some lands in this
parcel contain significant historical remains and the Georgetown Historical
Society might be a logical recipient.

Tract 817 - We concur with transfer to Forest Service.

We concur that some of this tract should
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Tract 818 - We concur with transfer to Forest Service.

Tract 819 ~ We concur with transfer to Forest Service. The Georgetown loop is
included within this tract and the Georgetown Historical Society wmight be a
logical recipient.

Tract 820 - This tract consists of numerous mineral fractions of various sizes
and 18 similar to other areas of National Forest ownership. Such lands carry
with them burdensome administrative costs because of complex boundaries and
the continuing threat of encroachment. We concur that some of this tract
should be retained and managed by the Forest Service, but only after disposal
of qualifying and appropriate tracts under BLM Small Tracts Act, which is some
what simpler than the Forest Service Small Tracts Act.

Tract 821 - We concur with transfer to Forest Service.

Tract 903 - Deer Creek (40 acres in Section 27, T. 6 S., R. 73 W., 6th P.M.).
The south side of this tract borders the Forest but is surrounded by private
development on the other three sides. This 40 acres was withdrawn in 1909 for
a Forest Service Administrative Site. The withdrawal was revoked by Public
Law 6136 published in the Federal Register on February 17, 1982, Volume 47,
No. 32 at Page 6851 and should no longer present a problem in disposing to
other entities as indicated in the draft. A county road (which is also a
Forest Development Road) and several private access roads currently traverse
the tract. The private access roads would create management problems if
transferred and the tract has no outstanding values for National Forest
purposes. Public access to the Forest currently exists via the county road;
we suggest disposal to adjoining landowners or the grazing permittee.

Tract 904 - This tract is bordered on the east and west by state land.
Transfer to the State is recoumended if it is to be retained in public
ownership.

Tract 907 - This tract carries with it disproportionate costs of
administration and would add little to the Narional Forest. We recommend that
disposal to adjoining landowners or private parties would be more appropriate.

Tract 911 - We concur with transfer to Forest SErvice as per HR 3601 to Modify
the Boundary of the Pike National Forest.

Tract 1003 - These parcels are heavily encumbered with recreational and
utility developments. It would not make a logical addition to the National
Forest but it might be an appropriate addition to El Past County or the City
of Colorado Springs.

It would be in the public interest to retain Rights of Ways across several
tracts identified for disposal to others. Tracts 902 and 605 are examples.
Others would be reservations across selected parcels within the mineral
fraction tracts such as 603, 807, and 808, We would appreciate having the
opportunity for input into disposal designs.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft. If you need further
information or would like to discuss any of our concerns further, please
contact Austin Condon.

Sincerely,

YMOND O. BENTON
Forest Supervisor

ce:

Districts

Pike and San Isabel NFs
RO, Lands

18,

Forest Service, USDA

The transferring of some cost to other Federal agencies is
recognized. This plus the combined public input (including your
omn identification of tracts suitable for transfer) is our
rationale for changing the preferred alternative to the proposed
plan which incorporates the specific review of the most costly
management wnits and changes some of the proposed USFS transfers

to other entities.

The feasibility question is a major concern of the HM and that
is vhy the plan calls for further frequent consultation and also

allows for flexibility.
Specific tract comments:
506 — Remains for USFS transfer.

509 - Changed to private dispogal as recammended.
511 and 512 - Remains for USFS tramsfer,

513 - Sections 22 and 23 remain for USFS transfer as
recommended and the remainder were changed to public

disposal.
514 - Change to public disposal as recommended.

602 and 603 - We agree with your recommendation and

designated the wnit specific review.

604 - The comty is interested as an addition to their

parks system; changed to public disposal.
605 ~ Remains for public disposal.



18.

Except for units 904 and 907 lands designated for disposal
recommended for public acquisition, which should provide for
access In the future. For these two exceptions and as a part o
specific review processes, the Forest Service will be consulted
determine desirable rights-of-way so title provisions can

(Continued)

804 — Remains for USFS transfer.

802, 805 and 809 ~ We agree with your recommendation and

designated the units specific review.

810 - There is other interest in lands adjacent and near
the town of Empire, therefore, designated specific review.

811 and 813 - Remains for USFS transfer.

84 and 816 - We agree with your recommendation and

designated the wnits specific review.

8l7 - Because of interest only the western large blocks
remain for USFS transfer. The remainder under specific

review.

818 and 820 - Because of interest this unit is designated

for specific review.

821 - Because of interest only that portion east of the
South Fork of Clear Creek will remain for USFS transfer.

The remainder under specific review.

903 - We agree with your recommendation; desigpated for

public disposal.

904 - No interest resulted in designation for private

dispoeal.

907 - Changed to private disposal.
911 - Continue with transfer to USFS
1003 - Changed to public disposal.

included.

1 9 MR. CULLAN: You want the last one to sign up
to be one of first ones to speak.

I have little bit of trouble with any of the
alternatives. We know that A is not going to be considered
due to the fact that's the one you have in effect now and
you've spent all this time to make a change. We know
there's going to be a change.

With any of the others that you do have, I'm
afraid that there are things that are not addressed that
would need to be in each and every one of the counties and in
the different areas of the counties. Just like with Gilpin,
our parcels of land under the BLM and the area that they
are in create some problems as far as our land-use
planning. They are in mining areas. A great many of them
are under location claims.

Yet the ones right next to us in Clear Creek
County are in an area that could very definitely affect
their economic development within that county.

So I think we've got some problems in each and
every area where you have this. And to be able to pick any
one of those alternatives that's going to fit the whole
problem, it's not only going to be difficult, it's truly
going to be impossible. I know that you're going towards

one of them.

B

A

ggk
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I have problems in the way that you -- in,
what is it, I believe it's D, and E, where you do dispose of
the property to private interests. I think you're probably
aware of the errors in the southwest portion of the Gilpin
area where we have all of the mining claims. And some of
them have tried to develop them and get around the state
laws, as far as this subdivision type of thing.

This is in the areas of your small parcels of
land. And the BLM will do nothing but increase this
problem for our land use.

But also almost every one of those are under
location claims; yet unlike the Forest Service, where this
is taken into consideration and people with the location
claims or adjacent property owners are the first ones that
have the opportunity to purchase the properties, you don't
state that that's going to happen, or that that's the way
it will be addressed.

I'm very concerned how you're going to dispose
of some of this. And I know that that's the way it's going
to go. You're going to be disposing of some of it. And we
are concerned and we were -~ they very definitely listened
to us in the regulations for the Forest Service for
disposing of these properties and it was addressed. But in
this case it isn't addressed.

So I hope that will be taken into
consideration whenever you get down to your alternatives in
the final drafts.

Thank you.

19.

Gilpin Comty, Mr. Van Cullar

In response to your comments and after considering others from
Gilpin Comty we have changed the preferred altermnative (see
appendix B) to include further specific review for lands in
Gilpin Comty, except for the management unit within Galden Gate
Canyon State Park. The proposed plan in the final EIS includes
cooperative planning for the public land fractions that can
cause problems for the coumty.
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C DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES Public Health Service

Centers for Disease Control
Atlanta GA 30333

July 11, 1984
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Mr. Frank Young, Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Northeast Resource Area

10200 West 44th Avenue #222
Wheatridge, Colorado 80033

Dear Mr. Young:

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EI8) for the
Northeast Resource Area/Resource Management Plan. We are responding for the
U.S. Public Health Service and are offering our couments for your
consideration in the preparation of the final document.

Our review primarily addresses the ‘effects that mining and inc¢reased
residential development will have on the Northeast Resource Area. Mining,
particularly surface mining, will greatly disturb the soil and contribute to
erosion. The eroded material will then enter the streams causing & siltation
problem with loss of aquatic biota and deterioration of water quality. Also,
the chemical quality of the streams could be affected by drainage from mines
and from spoils piles. Mining will likely be pursied under all of the
alternatives. Therefore the mitigative measures which will be required to
reduce the impact of siltation should be discussed in the final EIS.

Likewise, residential construction on land sold to private individuals would
increase stream siltation. There should be some assurance that mitigative
measures to minimize erosion will be required by the local government agency.

Finally, if the 40-acre management unit 508 is converted to private property,
the tilted sedimentary rocks in the area should be evaluated for potential
stability and safety problems that would impact on future construction., If
formation instability constitutes a hazard, the site should be retained by a
federal agency.

We sppreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS. Please send us a
copy of the final EIS when it becomes available. Any questions regarding our
comnents should be addressed to Mr. Hal Emmett at FTS 236-4161.

Sinc e1y7un%
b 2 7]l
Stephen Margolis, Ph.D.
Chief, Environmental Affairs Group

Environmental Health Services Division
Center for Environmental Health

Health and Rumen Services, Dept. of

Mining, particularly surface mining, does have the potential to
contribute to water quality degradation. The mitigative
measures required to reduce the impact of siltation are based on
water pollution laws all of which apply to proposed mining.
Specific mitigative practices camot be designed until a mine
plan is submitted. This has not been done, therefore, we camnot
go beyond stating that mitigation consistent with water
pallution laws will be required of mine plan proposals.

Residential construction also has potential to contribute to
water quality degradation. The amommt of land being sold
outright, where residential dewelopment 1is possible, 1is
extremely small and absolutely insignificant within the Front
Range context. Once sold we camnot assure mitigation of stream
giltation because the countles inwolved have jurisdiction over
private development.

Management Unit 508 is identified for public disposal and as
mderately severe hazard, which requires onsite study and may
necessitate design modifications by the Larimer County
Comprehensive Plan prior to development. These restrictions
would apply to this tract if and when developed.
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resident of Idaho Springs in Clear Creek County, a taxpayer

MR. HRUSKA: My name is Joe Hruska. I'm a

there.

I think that the alternative preferred by the
Bureau is probably all right, with one exception. I think,
rather than turn over the management to the Forest Service, I
think they have a competent management team in this district,
and other districts also, and it ought to be retained under
their management, with the exception that some areas should
be turned over to public entities, either by sale or by gift
or title exchange, not to be retained under BLM management or
retained by the agency.

An example of this would be the Georgetown
pam, which i1s kind of operated by the City of Georgetown.
It's one of those areas where there is no good management by
anyone. and I think if one entity handled it, or another, I
think they could manage it in a batter fashion.

I believe the proper procedure for the Bureau
is to sell the land, the small parcels of land, throughout
the district and get them on the public or on the private tax
rolls. 1In counties like Clear Creek, where 14 percent of our
land, t believe, is BLM, 80 some, I think about 84 to 86,
percent of the land is controlled and owned by public
entities and don't -- and these entities, even though they do
have some funds, still require county care.

Por example, the Forest Service management,
they manage by closing all the campgrounds and by removing
the public toilets and wells. And then the private sector or
the county has to take care of the trespass caused by this.
When individuals can't get on forest lands because of closed
roads, they go on private land. And the sheriff has to be
called, and the jails are full, It all winds up as more
expenss to the taxpayer, with very little or no
reimbursement.

I don't believe the Forest Service people at
this stage are good managers. They believe in management by
wildfire and by allowing bugs to destroy the forest and
create -- do their managing for them in that sense. They
closed the roads. And this is not management; this is simply
a closing.

Then the same with the campgrounds; they
allow them to be destroyed and, as we have to do in our Clear
Creek County, the taxpayers have to pay for maintenance and
the clean-up of these, or have the eye sore.

So I don't believe they are proper managers.

I believe the Bureau of Land Management people are. And I

think they ought to retain control.



But they ought to clean up the small sectors
that are left by mining over the years by various transfers
of title. And that's the part that they can't manage now,
because they don't even know where it is, in many cases they
are so small. I think those ought to be transferred, and

especially in counties like ours, and put in the private

sector.

And that is it. Thank you

2.

Hruska, Joe

Your comment and others have led us to change the preferred
alternative. The proposed plan in the final FIS will designate
most of the land in Clear Creek County for further specific
review. This will be cooperative planning with the BM, USFS,
state and local governments, and public involved in detemmining
specific disposal and transfers. The goal of the NERA-RMP is
still to eliminate all public land (surface), as mich as
possible within current policiles, from BM administration. The
USFS through transfer will acquire the following areas without
specific review: Management units 804, 811, 812, 813, the
western portion of 817, and that portion east of the South Fork
of Clear Creek of 821.

Davis, GrauaMm & StuBBS

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

2600 COLORADO NATIONAL BUILDING SUITE 300
950 SEVENTCENTH STREET 100t TWENTY-SECOND STREET, N.W.
POST OFFICE ROX 188 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20037

TELEPHONE 202-822-8660
TELECOPILR 202-293-4794
TELEX 24-8260 DAsw

QENVER, COLORADO 80201

TELEPMONE 303-892-9400
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TELEX 45-0239 DGS OVA 7800 EAST UNION AVENUVE
BENNETT W. RALEY CABLE DAVGRAM, CENVER BENVER, COLORADO 80237
892-4429 TELEPHONE 303-894-4464
TELECOPIER 303-77-6592
surte 800
82! SEVENTEENTH STREET
BOST OFFICK BOX 185
September 14, 1984 DENVER, COLORADG 8020)
TELEPHONE 103-298-9684
TELECOMER 103-293-2918
Mr. Frank Young
Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management

Denver Federal Center, Building 41
Denver, Colorado 80225

Re: Patent of lands underlying Jackson Reservoir

Dear Mr. Young:

These comments are submitted on behalf of the Jackson
Lake Reservoir and Irrigation Company ("Reservoir Company") in
response to the proposed disposal of the public lands lying
underneath and immediately adjacent to Jackson Lake.

Jackson Lake has been in existence since before
1900. It is not a natural lake, but rather is an irrigation
reservoir formed as a result of the construction of a dam and
dike by the predecessors in interest of the Reservoir Company.
Water is stored in Jackson Reservoir under a 1901 decree for
400 c.f.s., and also under a 1929 refill decree. A perpetual
right~of-way for the reservoir was granted by the United
States in 1898. The water stored in Jackson Lake is primarily
used by shareholders in times of drought when alternate
supplies are either inadequate or nonexistent.

While the Bureau of Land Management cannot be faulted
for considering the State of Colorado as the logical party to
receive the patent for the lands lying underneath Jackson Lake
Reservoir, further reflection on the unique situation at
Jackson Lake reveals that such an action would not be in
accordance with the primary and dominant use of the land and
thus not in the public interest. If a disposal of the
interests of the United States is authorized, the Reservoir
Company, and not the State of Colorado, is the logical
patentee of the lands underlying Jackson Lake. This
conclusion is supported by a consideration of the legal and
equitable factors present in this case.

First, the history of federal involvement in the west
is repleat with examples of the dedicated pursuit of a policy
to encourage the development of water resources. Congress
passed statutes such as the Act of March 3, 1897, under which
the Reservoir Company acquired its right-of-way, with the
specific intent of aiding the development of water resources.
As eloquently expressed at the public meeting on September 10,
1984, by Mr. Harold Griffith and Mr. Robert Kula, members of

the Board of Directors of the Reservoir Company, the primary
purpose of the reservoir is to provide water to shareholders
of the Reservoir Company. Other benefits are secondary to
this primary purpose of the grant. In light of this
congressional intent and purpose, we question the right of

the BLM to convey any rights whatsoever in the residual
interests of the United States in the property subject to the
right-of-way. If the right does exist, the only permissible
patentee is the Reservoir Company as the owner of the dominant
right-of-way. Any other dispostion would be contrary to the
policy and intent of Congress to aid and protect the develop-
ment of water resources in the arid west, and would also be in
derogation of the duty of the United States to protect the
interests of its prior grantee.

Secondly, the disposal of lands underlying Jackson
Reservoir to other than the Reservoir Company would have the
unavoidable effect of creating problems for the Reservoir
Company. The amorphous nature of a right-of-way and the
accompanying uncertainty as to the scope and extent of the
rights of the owner of the land as opposed to the owner of the
right-of-way guarantees that problems will exist so long as
the title to the property is held by different parties.
Conversely, uncertainty, and therefore litigation, can be
avoided if the title to the property is consolidated and held
by one party. 1In this case, the Reservoir Company is the only
logical patentee of the lands underneath Jackson Reservoir
because it owns the right-of-way over it.

This conclusion is buttressed by the fact that there
are very few uses of a reservoir which are not inconsistent
with the purpose of the grant of the right-of-way. A reser-
voir, by its very nature, comes close to being an exclusive
use of the property upon which it is located. For example,
the existence of a permanent structure such as a dam and dike
is a total and exclusive use of the public land involved. No
other structures can be built on the area covered by the dam
and dike, and unauthorized access across such structures must
be prehibited to insure that the physical integrity of the
structure is not threatened. Likewise, the use of the surface
of the reservoir by boats could cause erosion of the dam and
dike. Accordingly, the patentee of the land underlying the
reservoir acquires very little unless they also own the
dominant right-of-way. These factors indicate that public
policy is best served by the consolidation of the rights to
the property in one entity, thereby avoiding conflict and
litigation.

Third, although the State of Colorado obviously has
invested resources in the development of recreational facili-
ties at Jackson Lake, its investment is dwarfed by that of the
investment of the Reservoir Company in its structures and
water rights. Moreover, if the land underlying Jackson Lake
is patented to the Reservoir Company, the Reservoir Company
will certainly give serious consideration to a lease with the
State of Colorado to permit recreational uses of Jackson Lake
for the useful life of the existing facilities owned by the
State of Colvrado. In this manner the equities of the State
of Colorado could be protected.

Finally, as pointed out by Messrs. Griffith and Kula,
without Jackson Lake there would be no recreation at the
site. Accordingly, recreational activities exist as a result
of the efforts and expenditures of the Reservoir Company. It
would be inequitable to grant to another party any right to
benefit from or exert control over the assets of the Reservoir
Company. Furthermore, due to the nature of the recreational
opportunities offered at Jackson Lake, the cooperation of the
Reservoir Company is absolutely essential to the continuation
of recreational activities at the site. Without this coopera-
tion, it is conceivable that there will be no lake whatsoever
available for recreation.

In accordance with the above, the Jackson Lake
Reservoir and Irrigation Company hereby requests that you deny
the application of the State of Colorado for a patent for the
lands underlying Jackson Reservoir. The Board of Directors of
the Jackson Lake Reservoir and Irrigation Company may, in the
near future, authorize the submission of an application for a
patent of the lands underlying its reservoir pursuant to 43
U.s.C. § 1713 and 43 C.P.R. § 2711.3-2. At the very least, it
is imperative that the process for the disposal of these lands
not go forward until there has been an adequate settlement of
disputes existing between the Reservoir Company and the State
of Colorado reqgarding recreational activities at Jackson
Lake. In addition, the existing uncertainty as to the owner-
ship of the land underneath the house owned by the Reservoir
Company should be dealt with prior to the disposal of these
lands. Otherwise, the existing situation could be complicated
even further by subsequent transfers of rights to property in
the area.

Sincerely yours,

4.

Bennett W. Raley
for
DAVIS, GRAHAM & STUBBS

Attorneys for Jackson Lake
Reservoir & Irrigation Company

cc: Board of Directors
Jackson Lake Reservoir
and Irrigation Company
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Jackson Lake Reservoir and Irrigation Company

3

We have decided in the proposed plan to classify Management Unit
309, Jackson Reservoir, for disposal with both public and
private resources existing on the land. This classification
means that both types of resources are recognized and that
discussion between the BIM, the reservoir company, and the State
of Colorado must take place before a final resolution ocaurs on
the disposal of the land. Consultation with the U.S. Fish and
wildlife Service must also occur due to the presence of
endangered species habitat on the Federal land involved.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS  RICH FERDINANDSEN
District No. 1

(:()|||'t![ District No. 2
DONALD C. STANBRO
Colorado Dot Na s

August 27, 1984 2 3

Mr. Frank Young, Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Northeast Colorado Resource Area
Denver Federal Center

Building 41

Denver, CO 80225

Dear Mr. Young:

Jefferson County appreciates the opportunity to review and
comment on the Bureau of Land Management's Draft Resource
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for BLM
managed lands along the front Range of Colorado.

Comments on Management Unit 702 (Eldorado Mountain) in Coal
Creek Canyon in Northern Jefferson County (Section Two, Township
2 South, Range 71 West).

The BLM owns surface and mineral right (i.e., crushed stone)
to 283.6 acres of land east of Eldorado Mountain in the Coal
Creek Canyon area of ,northern Jefferson County. It is our
understanding that the following facts apply to that land:

1. The BLM has salable minerals on the land for which
sale of lease of the minerals is possible and that
obtaining a BLM permit to mine is also possible.

2. The BLM considers mining on the property to have
only minor conflicts with identified values of the
land, such values include wildlife, water quality,
recreation and open space.

Jefferson County has recently denied a rezoning request for
the mining of rock in the immediate vicinity of Management
Unit 702. This rezoning request was made by the Flatirons
Company of Boulder, Colorado. The Board of County Commis-
sioners considered the value of wildlife, water quality and
quantity, recreation, open space, visual impact and nearby
residential areas. In their findings, the mining proposal as
presented was found to be in major conflict with these
factors; therefore, it is requested that the BLM reconsider
its management plan for this area.

Should the BLM consider any further applications to purchase
or lease the land and minerals in Management Unit 702, it is
the position of Jefferson County that, even though the mining
operations would occur on federal land, since it would be
accomplished by a private company for private gain, local
zoning regulations necessarily pertain to the operation.

Comments on Management Units 909 (Cathedral Spires ~ Sec. 10,
Township 7 South, Range 70 West) and 910 (Foxton - Section 20,
Pownshilp 7 South, Range 70 West) in Southern Jefferson County
near the Reynolds Ranch County Open Space Park.

Jefferson County has no objections to the BLM's management
philosophy on these lands. The Reynolds Ranch County Open
Space Park, which is in the immediate vicinity of Management
Units 909 and 910, is managed by the County for its open
space, recreation, wildlife, and esthetic values. The County
would like to see the BLM lands in the area managed with
consideration given to these same values.

Again, thank you for your referral and please advise Jefferson
County of any change in status of Management Unit 702
(Eldorado Mountain).

Sincerely,

raie -
Director, Co nity Resources

PEH:sp
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Jefferson County
Your comments and others have led us to change the preferred
alternative as described in the draft RMP/EIS. The proposed
plan combines several of the altermatives from the draft plus
input from the recent coment period.
Proposed land status changes on management unit in which you
expressed interest are as follows:
Management Unit 702 (Eldorado Mowntain) - We recognize your
concern over the management of the unit to avoid mining impacts
through its recent denial of the rezoning request in the
immediate vicinity. We also note the states interest in
acquiring the parcel to accomplish those same goals, and a
disinterest in acquisition by the USFS. The State Division of
Wildlife has expressed interest in the tract due to big game
habitat values. The adjacent landowners have expressed interest
in acquiring the parcel to consolidate their land holdings.
Considering all these factors, we are preposing to designate
this wnit for Public and/or Private Disposal. This will provide
the opportnity for the state, comty, and the adjoining
landowner to discuss purchase or exchange.

%:‘vgr:w_ MOTCHKISS . :. ) JOHN MlcFADFii’L;:JOE'

Behery LARIMER COUNTY COMMISSIONERS "

o RECREATION DEPARTMENT
sThic i 1600 8. County Road 31
2 Loveland, Colorado 00637
8004077
August 1, 1984
Frank Young
BLM NE Resource Avea
Denver Federal Center
Bldg. 41, Room 129
Denver, CO 80225
This letter is in regards to the land declared surplus by your
agency near Livermore, Colorado. The parcel is described as
Livermore, Sect. 33, T 10 N, R 70 W, 80 acres and is listed
as having a preferred alternative of being disposed of by your
agency.
Should the land become available, Larimer County is requesting
that we become the recipient, for use as a future park area.
Thank You.
Sincerely,
LARIMER COUNTY RECREATION DEPT.
John MacFarlane
cc: Larimer County Commissioners
G. Rex Smith
24.
Larimer County

The proposed plan has been changed slightly from the draft
preferred alternative reflecting Larimer County interest in the
Livermore parcel of 80 acres (Section 33, TION, R70W). The
parcel is now identified for public disposal and as the plan
explains, gives public agencies priority in acquiring the land.
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Educational Nonprofit Tax Exempt Organization
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July 2, 1984

District Manager
U.S.Depertment of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
Canon City, Colorado

Subject: DRAPT: Northeast Resource Area
Resource Management Plan/
Environmental Impact Statement.

From: Lew Snow, Sr., President Elect
Rocky Mountain PFederation of
Mineralogical Societies, Inc.

Gentleman:

The above mentioned report shows & great amount of effort,
study and planning went into it's composition. I am sure
the environmentalest will be quite pleased. However, I
would like to see more concentrated effort put forth in
boundary markers., For sure you people who are working
right in your own back yards know the extent of these
properties, but those of us who only on occasions bave to
know where they are have a great deal of trouble. Ranchers
seen to be more relucent then ever to give information on

boundaries and accesses.

Boundaries more clearly marked especially gates and access
roads denoting B.L.M. land when blocked by private properties,
efforts on bebalf of this would be greatly appreciated by the
group I represent, 106 clubs vith a membership of 6,822 -

appreciative rockhounds and non~professionsl prospectors.

Sincorely

“GEMS GALORE [N 84" RMFMS SH w Snow, Sr
CABARET THEATER, TULSA COUNTY FAIRGROUNDS, Tun.n. oxum 'y (et
JUNE 8-9-10, 1984, HOSTED BY TULSA ROCK & MINERAL SOCIETY Chairman Land Use

Mineralogical Societies, Inc.; Rocky Mountain Federation of
Although the preferred altemative and now the proposed plan
call for eventual transfer or disposal of all public land out of
HM administration, we expect to do some boundary marking and
road signing as described on page 9 under Issue 26 Puhblic
Information. We have a significant problem identifying survey
boundaries of mineral claims and adjacent mineral patents, which
involve mumerous fractions.

Memorandum

United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF MINES
P. O. BOX 25086 2
BUILDING 20, DENVER FEDERAL CENTER
DENVER, COLORADO 80225
Intermountain Field Operations Center

July 17, 1984

To: Frank Young, Area Manager, Northeast Resource Area, Bureau of Land
Management, 10200 West 44th Avenue #222, Wheat Ridge, Colorado 80033

From: Chief, Intermountain Field Operations Center

Subject: Draft Northeast Resource Area Management Plan and Envirommental
Impact Statement

Personnel of the Intermountain Field Operations Center, Bureau of Mines, have
reviewed the draft resource management plan/environmental impact statement for
the Northeast Resource Area, Colorado, as you requested

Five alternatives for managing the resources of about 40,000 acres of public
land, plus about 615,000 acres of Federal mineral estate, are presented and
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analyzed in terms of 29 issues. Our ts n t of the
Pederal mineral resources in the resource area, which are related mainly to
issues 18 ~ 21.

Brief descriptions of the substantial mineral resources of the resource area
(pp. 20-21) are generally adequate, but for a better perspective of their
importance, inclusion of the following data may be useful. Several of the
most productive metal mining districts in Colorado lie within the area,
including those at Idaho Springs, Central City, and Ralston Buttes. The
cumulative value of locatable mineral production is several hundred million
dollars, and continuing exploration, development, and production at these
and several other districts is indicative of the potential of these areas,

Three other important mineral products from the resource area not mentioned
are cement, lime, and gypsum. Incidentally, the last paragraph under salable
minerals apparently belongs with locatable minerals. (Under certain circum-
stances, deposits of normally salable minerals would be subject to location
under the mining laws, too.)

01l and gas are correctly listed as the most important economic minerals in
the resource area. For perspective, about 450 million barrels of oil and

965 billion cubic feet of gas have been produced. More than 130 million tons
of coal (20 percent of the State's total) have been produced and remaining
resources are estimated to be 20 to 25 billion tons in the Laramie Formation
and 10 to 15 billion tons in the Denver Formation.

We commend you for the analysis of envir tal conseq (ch. 1V) that
describes impacts on mineral resources in terms of availability and mineral
potential (pp. 34-37). For this level of analysis, we agree with your selec—
tion of mineral potemtial categories (App. A) and degrees of mineral avail-
ability as set forth (pp. 6-8). One reservation: acquired lands should

not be considered closed for locatable minerals, unless the intent is not

to lease the locatable minerals on these lands. The important point is not
vhether the land is open for location, but whether the (normally) locatable
minerals are available (by location or lease), and this should be shown in
the analysis.

On the other hand, it f{s disconcerting to note that so much of the Federal
mineral estate in the resource area is unavailable or available with restric-
tions (concern areas, or no surface occupancy) under most of the alternatives,
including the one preferred. (See tables IV-42 to IV-54.) Although disposal
or transfer of the public lands in the resource area may make good sense for
other management reasons, the resulting loss or decreased availablility of
mineral resources must be weighed against those benefits. Such loss is
especially significant in areas of high mineral potential. For example,
20,880 acres of 37,170 acres of public land are rated high potential for
locatable minerals; all are closed (2,600 acres under the preferred alterna-
tive) or lie in concern areas (18,280 acres) where management emphasis will

be placed on preserving other important resource values or mitigating damage
to them by restricting mineral activities (table IV-~47). Similarily, a

major portion of the public lands that are rated high potential for oil and
gas (9710 acres) are unsuitable (570 acres), or subject to yearlong (7410
acres) or seasonal (590 acres) no surface occupancy restrictions (table IV-54).
(We note that more of the larger acreage of subsurface FPederal wmineral estate
rated high potential is available.)

Nevertheless, we suggest that you seek ways to mitigate, or at least discuss
more fully, what appears to be a substantial adverse impact, especially on the
locatable minerals on public lands in established mining districts. Neither
the concluding sections of chapter 1V nor the summary chart comparing altern-
atives (pp. 10~13) describe this impact adequately.

::Z:)4r7t4;l2¢( /? lfija;14é;9

Donald P. Blasko

26.

Bureau of Mines
Your suggested additions to the minerals sections of the
affected environment chapter have been made.

In your sixth paragraph you have a reservation on one of aur
assumptions concerning locatable minerals. Given that the vast
majority of acquired mineral estate is situated within areas
classiffed as having low potential for locatable mineral
occurrence, changing the category to reflect the actual access
restrictions would cause only a minimal change in the overall
rating. However, access restrictions for acquired lands leasing
of hardrock minerals would likely be the same as those displayed
for oll and ggs.

In your last two paragraphs you discuss a concem over what
appears to be substantial adverse impact. We have combined the
favorability ratings for the subsurface and public land mineral
estates. When cambined, the ratings appear much more favorable
than for public lands alone. Specific to locatable minerals,
the large acreage within the “"concern area” category glves a
favorability rating that is artificially low. This is due to
the generalized nature of our knowledge relative to other
resource values that may require protection. Minerals
menagement in these areas will necessarily be accomplished on a
case-by-case basis. Realistically, actual favorability for



26. (Continued)

locatable minerals development within the Front Range Mineral
Belt is better than the calaulated values indicate. Specific to

oil and gas, a policy change and correction of a significant
error in our calculations give a muxch better favorability

rating. Also, as noted in the draft, seasonal or yearlong no
surface occupancy restriction may be reduced or waived at the
discretion of the District Manager.

PATRICIA C. MOSCH
MINING ENGINEER » GEOLOGICAL ENGINEER

BOX 537
IDAHO SPRINGS, COLORADO 80452

(1-303) 567-4565 2 7
July 20, 1984 '
Frank Young, Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Northeast Resource Area
Denver Federal Center

Building 41, Room 129
Denver, CO 80225

Dear Frank:

Re: Bureau of Land Management Draft Northeast Resource Area Environmental
Impact Statement/Resource Management Plan.

I wish to make this response to the draft environmental impact statement
on the Northeast Resource Area Management Plan. I am a consulting
geological and mining engineer with a number of clients in the Clear Creek
and Gilpin County area. All are small independent mine operators. I also
work with my husband and son as part of Mosch Exploration & Mining Corp.
which is working on several mineral exploration projects in Clear Creek
County. Much of the work involves both patented and unpatented mining
claims, with the unpatented claims on land currently managed by either the
Forest Service or the Bureau of Land Management.

I am opposed to any of the alternatives listed in the resource management
plan that would turn management of BIM lands in Clear Creek and Gilpin
Counties over to the Forest Service. I would like to see the continuation
of current management by the BIM (Alternative A),

Forest Service regulations are less favorable for mineral development than
those of the BIM. Access regulations are more difficult and expensive to
caply with. I would, personally, prefer to work with the BLM when it
comes to permitting a mine. Forest Service regulations are workable, but
are often more time consuming than those of the BIM. The degree to which
the regulations and the guidelines to enforce those requiations must be
complied with often depends on who is in charge in a district. We have
been very fortunate in our area to have had District Rangers who have been
easy to work with and who have had same understanding of the problems
facing the small independent operator or prospector. Since the Forest
Service seems to transfer their district rangers (four District Rangers
since 1977) and other personnel frequently, there is sometimes a lack of
continuity with mine permitting.

If the alternative finally chosen by the BIM includes disposal of BIM
lands to the general public or to the county government or other entities,
do not separate the mineral rights from the surface. As pointed out in one
of the meetings with you, I believe this will only bring problems to the
future owners.

I would like to point cut that in Management Unit 808-Alps Mountain, the
draft impact statement has listed (page 85) the cultural (historic) value
of the area an none or no value. I believe this to be in error. The area
includes the site of the old mining town of Freeland, numerous historic
mines, several graves (with headstones), old cabins, an early arrastra,
several horse whims, and the site of the old Bonita Smelter. Porticns of
many of these are on BIM land.

I would like to see specific review process set up for each parcel of land
considered for disposal by the BIM. Perhaps in this way information fram
surrounding land owners or other individuals knowledgeable about specific
areas would be considered before a decision is made.

I hope that these suggestions will be considered in the final management

plan selected by the Bureau of Land Management for the Clear Creek and
Gilpin County area.

Very truly yours,

Patricia C. Mosch
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Mosch, Patricia C.

The proposed plan reduces significantly the amount of land
identified for transfer to the USFS from that in the draft
RMP/EIS preferred altemative. Same of the larger contiguous
blocks vhere no specific interest by the public was identified
will remain identified for USFS transfer. As you recommended in
your next to last paragraph, further specific review will be
made for the majority of public land in Gilpin and Clear Creek
Counties.

As a general policy, lands with unpatented claims will not be
sold, though in some instances land may be sold subject to
existing mining claims. Land so claimed, if otherwise sultable
for disposal, may be made available if a mineral examination
proves the claims invalid or an exception is detemmined to be
appropriate and acceptahle to the mining claimant. In addition,
the transfer of subsurface estate is limited to two situations:
first, if no mineral value is identified; or second, if known
mineral values exist and a determination is made that the
continmued reservation of the minerals would preclude or
interfere with the appropriate nonmineral development and the
nonmineral development is a more beneficial use of the land than
mineral development, then the subsurface estate could be
purchased at the appraised fair market value. For this reason
the transfer of subsurface estate will be handled on a
case-by-case basis through analysis including a mineral
appraisal.

In regard to Menagement Unit 808 (Alps Mountain) an error was
made as to known historical sites. Thank you for the
information which backs up the change to 15B State/Local
Interest in known sites.

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGIONAL OFFICE

2 655 Parfet Screet
P.O. Box 25287
IN R E :
EPLY REFER TO: Denver, Colorado 80225

L7619 (RMR-PC)

JUL 19 1984
Memorandum
Tos Area Manager, Northeast Resource Area, Bureau of Land Manage 1t,
Wheatridge, Colorado
From: Associate Regional Director, Planning and Resource Preserva’ .om,

Rocky Mountain Region

Subject: Review of Northeast Resource Area Draft Resource Management Plan/
Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) (DES 84/7)

The National Park Service (NPS) has reviewed the subject document and has the
following comments.

The planning boundaries of the Northeast Resource Area encompass 21 potential
or existing national natural landmarks (19 potential, 1 designated and 1
required). Most of these are not on lands administered by the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM). However, portions of two potential national natural land-
marks are located on two separate parcels administered by the BLM. These
parcels are in Golden Gate State Park (Zone Map 6/7--Unit No. 701), and Platte
Canyon (Zone Map 9--Unit No. 911).

We recommend that the RMP/EIS reflect the existence of the two above mentioned
potential landmarks. Further planning for the resource area should take into
account these potential designations and avoid impacts that would adversely
affect the outstanding ecological and geological features of these areas. This
is especially needed under the shown preferred alternative for no BLM retention
of public lands in the area. Further information on the national natural
landmark program may be obtained from Ms. Carole Madison of this office,
telephone (303) 234-6443.

Zone Map 5(b) does not reflect the changes of Public Law 96-560 relative to the
boundaries of Rocky Mountain National Park. Public Law 96-560, Section III (c)
specifies: "The Federal lands within the administrative jurisdiction of the
(BLM) and within the areas referred to as E-2 and GL-3 on the map referred to
in subsection (a) shall be transferred to Rocky Mountain National Park * * *.,"
Parcel E-2 contains BLM management unit 510, containing 120 acres, which was
included in the park.

wy (Dl —

%\j‘ichard A. Strait
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National Park Service

ALOEN T. MILL
ALDEN V, HiLL

In respmse to your recommendation that the existence of the two
National Natural landmarks be reflected in the RMP/EIS we agree
and have added the designations to Appendix B under the
appropriate menagement units (701 and 911).

The inclusion of Management Unit 510 into the National Park
ocarred after this plan was well underway but was recognized as
an ongoing project. The final reflects the change 1n
administration.

HILL AND MILL
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
A 104

FORT COLLINS, COLORADO 80822

P O 80X 421t
180 WEST MOQUNTAIN AVE.
TELEPHONE (303 482-30682
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July 20, 1984

Chief of Planning

Elaine Zielinski

Bureau of Land Management
Lands & Renewable Resources
P. E. C.

1037 - 20th Street

Denver, Colorado 80202

Re: The North Poudre Irrigation Company
Wellington, Colorado - Property of
the United States of America located
in Larimer County, Colorado in or

adjacent to North Poudre Reservoirs

Dear Ms. Zielinski:

As you know, the North Poudre Board of Directors and myself
met with the Bureau of Land Management in Wheatridge on May 13,
1983. A copy of a letter written August 11, 1983 is enclosed.

Your records should show that Mr. Robert L. Stieben, the
President and Mr. Manuel Pineda, a Director, appeared at the
meeting held in Fort Collins, Colorado on June 5, 1984.

As we explained to you, The North Poudre Irrigation Company in
Wellington, Colorado is a mutual ditch and reservoir company which
has provided water to farmers and ranchers and others for over 75
years in Northern Colorado. It operates 22 reservoirs.

From the discussions and from North Poudre records there is
some land the United States owned as a part of Halligan Reservoir
and owned as a part of North Poudre Reservoir No. 2, No. 5, No. 6
and No. 15.

As we understand it, the Federal government is still con-
sidering giving some of this land to the State of Colorado and
selling the remainder.

This property has been an integral part of the North Poudre
system for the entire time of its existence. As stated at the
meeting, North Poudre wishes to make arrangements so it can either
acquire the property or have the opportunity to acquire the prop-
erty. Arrangements could be made so that the Colorado Division of
Wildlife would be able to protect wildlife in these areas if that
is desirable. If protection is necessary, it has gone on through
all of these years with the assistance of North Poudre. You should
not take away the opportunity for North Poudre to acquire this land
where it has a legitimate interest and its efforts and the assess-
ments paid by its stockholders have made this property attractive
to the State of Colorado.

There are numerous reasons why it is very important for North
Poudre to have the right to acquire the land. For example, it
needs to control access from a safety standpoint and in connection
with the maintenance and operation of its reservoirs; it needs to
be in a position so when reservoirs are rehabilitated and if some
additional ground is necessary it can quickly use that which has in
fact been a part of the reservoir all these years; it should not
have outsiders immediately involved in the ownership of lands
necessary for the operation and maintenance of the reservoirs.

What can we do to explore North Poudre's acquisition of this
land? What statutory rights do you recognize with regard to North
Poudre being an adjacent owner and shouldn't it have the right to
first try to make acquisition by purchase from the U. S. before
lands are given to the State of Colorado? If a purchase arrange-
ment could be worked out with North Poudre, wouldn't that be better
for the Federal government than a give away to the State of Colorado?

Finally, I am sending a copy of this letter to Congressman
Brown of this District and asking for his assistance and further
asking that he discuss this matter with the Secretary of Interior
to see what can be done to protect North Poudre's rights.
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The agriculture economy has enough problems with having
its pleas fall on deaf ears.

Please let us hear where this matter presently stands.

Very truly yours,

LI / .

(o fiPleeC
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AVH/th
Enclosure

Area Manager

Northeast Resource Area

U. S. Department of Interior
Bureau of Land Management
Denver Federal Center
Building 41

Denver, Colorado 80225

Honorable Hank Brown
United States Congressman
1510 Longworth Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Mr. Robert L. Stieben
5608 N.E. Prontage Road
Fort Collins, CO 80524

2.

North Poudre Irrigation Company
The proposed plan now designates North Poudre reservoir mmbers
2, 5, 6, and 15 as public and/or private disposal. The one
tract of public land associated with Halligan Reservoir is
designated public disposal.

The public and/or private designation means that both types of
resource values are recognized and that discussions between the
BEM, the reservoir company, and the State of Colorado must take
place before a final resolution on the disposal of land occurs.

The Halligan reservoir tract of public land is primarily above
the waterline and has significant public values as compared to
private as evidenced by proximity to Cherckee State Park and the
proposed Phantom Canyon State Park. For these reasons disposal
is plamed for a public entity probebly the State Parks and
Outdoor Recreation Division.
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20588
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Mr. Frank R. Young, Area Manager
U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
Northeast Resource Area

10200 West 44th Avenue #222
Wheatridge, Colorado 80033

Dear Mr. Young:

In response to your letter of May 1984, we have reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau
of Land Management, for the Northeast Resource Area Resource Management Plan.
Our review was directed to whether the action described in the draft EIS
involved matters within our jurisdictfon by law or special expertise or had

any potential impact on NRC licensed facilities. No potential effects were
identified; therefore, we have no specific comments on the draft EIS.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft document.

Sincerely,

Richard H. Vollmer, Director

Division of Engineering
0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Nuclear Regulatory Cowmission
No response necessary.
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31.

Roberts, J. Evan
Unit 504 was found to have some public values, therefore, it is
proposed for public disposal. Larimer County has expressed an

interest in this tract.

We did not identify public values on unit 505. Since it is a
small (40 acres) isolated tract with no public access, we are
proposing that private disposal is in the national interest.
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State Representative Member:
;l: 31(2::I°EHER Business Affairs and
Labor Committee
m‘d"” ls,:;"‘ﬂ‘-“ o;":o"s%" 80452 COLORADO Education Committee
ne: 567-
Business phone: 422-0074 HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Capitol phone: 868-2918 STATE CAPITOL

DENVER

- 3 2
Frank Young, Area Menager

Northesst Resources Area, Buresu of Land Management
Denver Federal Center. Building #41
Denver, Colorsdo 80225

July 25, 1984

Dear Mr. Young:
I would like to 2dd emphasis to the requests from Clear Creek County and its
municipalities that BLM land in the county be placed in the category for Spe-

cial Review.

Every positive development step in the County that I have been involved with;
such as finding a school site for the school district and attempts to lure

sppropriste business interssts to the County, has been frustrated by the lack
of appropriate private land. We are truly unique in the small amount of pri-
vate, usable lend we have savailable for any recreation, commercial or residen-

tial expansion.

Please make sure our options for a future sre not shut, Look carefully end

thoughfully et our needs.

Scherer

cc: Board of County Commisgsions
Georgetown, Colo. 80444

3.

Scherer, Jim (Colorado Housing Representatives)
See response to Clear Creek County, No. 9.

Southern California Edison Company g

P.O. BOX 410
500 LONG BEACH BLVO.

LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90801
C.J. LOWERISON, JR,
MANAGER
or
RIGHT OF WAY AND LAND

Mr, Frank Young, Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Northeast Resource Area

10200 West 44th Avenue, $#222
Wheatridge, CO 80033

Dear Mr. Young:

SUBJECT: Northeast Resource Area
Draft RMP/EIS

Southern California Edison Company appreciates the opportunity
to comment on the above subject draft RMP/EIS.

Based on our review and our current information, we have the
following comments and recommendations for your consideration.

The Southern California Edison Company and the Western Utility
Group (WUG) have identified the existing and future energy de-
mands of the eleven Western States through the year 2020. We
believe that corridor designation is an important and critical
element of land use planning and is an important planning tool
for both land managers and the utility industry.

Identification and designation of corridors in the land manage-
ment planning process will assure public participation 1nsur1ng
that all resource values are identified and considered in their
selection. Designated corridors should be of sufficient width
to provide the necessary routing flexibility to avoid or miti-
gate adverse impacts to environmentally sensitive areas located
within the corridor.
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Mr. Frank Young -2- August 7, 1984
Swenson, John R.

We are in some agreement as to the value of some of the public
While Southern California Edison Company has not identified any land in the NFRA. Although there are no possible wilderness
specific corridor requirement that would affect the Northeast ﬂldy areas nor areas jacm orest Service wildemess
Resource Area, we do recommend that corridors be designated in 8 ad t to F t
the locations shown by the WUG study to be included in all land stuly areas, we have attempted to transfer management of the
use planning. high public value lands to agencies which can more efficiently
Thank you for inviting our comments. We hope you will give them administer then.

your full consideration in the preparation of the final RMP. If
further details are needed, please contact Mr. L. R. Salas at

(213) 491-2849. We have identified certain lands to be sold to private
Very truly yours, individuals to improve management of farm irrigation reservoirs

) and to meke land available for residential home development and
%ﬁ‘ other human needs.

UNITED FOUR WHEEL

3 DRIVE ASSOCIATIONS
of U.S. and CANADA 3 5
Southern California Edison Compeny Smmemoemm 8900 N. Camino de Anza Tucson, AZ 85704
The need for and value of designating corridors are recognized.
Of ﬁ Area Manager, Northeast Resource Area
The mrmly acattered m fractured nature . the Bureau of Land Management -~ USDI
estate in the Northeast Resource Area made corridor designation 10200 W. 44th Ave - #222
i Wheatridge, CO 80033
by HM unfeasible. The amomt of public land in a hypothetical July 10, 1984
ut:l_lity corridor would pmbah]y be less than 1 pelcmt in which Dear Sir: RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement
case the other owners are more critical in corridor locatiom. '
After reviewing your proposed management plan I congradualate you on
As the mry midmnt’ we will part:ici;nte in corridor doing an outstanding job of managing the public lands and resources. Your
identification as needed in pl'OjGCt S[B:iﬁc pmposals. No proposed management alternatives is excellent, and I agree is the best alt-
lands have been excluded from utility line development in the ernative to select for this area.
pmm p]an’ but at the same time we mt new deve[omm £ h Yc{urdareadis a landymlnagers ni%htmare.dwitkf\fecattex.red pnrc;ln lndhmost
of the larnds underwater. Your proposal to trade o certalin parcels to the
would appmx:!mte the Westem Udlity group S'Dﬂy locations. adjoining governmental agencies shows wise consideration of the publics concerns

over land-use issues.

These trades to the other agencies will have little if any impact to the
natural resources or resource users. In fact by consolidating the resource lands

John R. Swanson everyone concerned will be better off. There will be negligable impact to ORV

P. 0. Box 921 and recreational 4-wheeling. Most importantantly, the tax payers will gain a
Berkeley, CA 94701 67% cost savings over the long term. '
»uﬁg WAL

j e Thank you for this opportunity to make these comments.
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Ward, Town of (Mary Kellogg-Respresentative)
Due to your comments expressing the town of Wards interest

up of HM, Comty, local
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APPENDIX A — METHODOLOGY

See the draft RMP/EIS.

APPENDIX B — PROPOSED

See the draft RMP/EIS for the specific description of all the
alternatives (A through E).

Introduction

These tables describe proposed management for the lands where the
surface and subsurface is publicly owned and administered by the
Bureau of Land Management. Each decision area is identified by 1) a
mumber which corresponds to a base map (204 = zone 2 wnit 04, 1006 =
zone 10 wnit 06, etc.), 2) a name derived from local geography, and
3) the township, range, and sections where the land is found.
Acreage 1s estimated by sections and totaled.

Refer to Chapter II prescription definitions for explanations of
management. The issues and decision choices are organized by the

following list.

1. Land Status
A. Retention, Federal
B. Disposal, non—Federal
C. Specific Review, before disposal

2, Access
A. Existing, legal public
B. Needed

C. None, existing nor needed

3. Wildlife Habitat
A. Important, habitat improvement and maintenance

B. General, habitat protection

4, Timber and Firewood
A. Available, for sustained yield harvest
B. Unavailable, limited minor harvest
C. Noncommercial, withdrawn from harvest

D. Nonforest

55

10 .

PLAN FOR PUBLIC LAND

. Livestock Grazing

A, Leased, presently for grazing
B. Open, to grazing application
C. Closed, to grazing

. Water Quality

A. Concern Area, identified

B. General, protection

« Water Sources

A. Foown, source identified

B. None, identified

« Soil Erosion

A. Problem Area, correction
B. Stable/Slight, hazard
C. Moderate, hazard

D. Critical/Severe, hazard

. Agricultural Use

A, Open, to application
B. Closed, to application

Wildfire

A. Cooperative, control agreement needed

B. General, agreement not needed

« Prescribed Burning

A. Open, for consideration

B. Closed, to prescribed burming



12, Open Space 19. Salable (sand, gravel, rock) Minerals
A. Important, open space protected A. Open, to application
B. General, open space provided B. Concern Area, open with identified minor conflict

C. Closed, to application
13, Scenic Quality

A. Class I, superior natural scenery

B. Class I, highly natural scenery

20. Coal
A. Suitable, for coal leasing
B. Open, to application
C. Unsuitable, for coal leasing

C. Class II1, moderately natural scenery

D. Class IV, low natural scenery
D. Nane, no coal — closed to application
E. Class V, rehabilitation needed

21. 0i1 and Gas
14, Recreational Opportimity
A. Standard, stipulations for leasing
A. SP\M, semiprimitive nommotorized character
B. Seasonal, no surface occupancy stipulations
B. SPM, semiprimitive motorized character
C. Yearlong, no surface occupancy

D. Open, for case-by-case application review
E. Unsuitable, for leasing

C. Roaded Natural, character
D. Rural, character
E. Urban, character
15. Qultural (archaealogic & historic) 22. Alr Quality - A. General, protection
A. NRHP, National Register of Historic Flaces
23, Roads and Trails ~ A, General, protection
B. State/Local, value site

C. Limited, value site 2. Pests — A. General, control standards

D. High, potential for sites
25, Use Authorizations — A. General, processing standards

E. Low, potential for sites

F. None, no values 26. Public Information ~ A. General, program
16. Paleotologic (fossils) Values 27. Unauthorized Use — A. General, elimination and prevention
policles

A. Class Ia, significant fossils located

B. Class Ib, high potential for fossils 28. Economdcs — A. General, analysis standards

C. Class II, low potential for fossils
29. Sociology - A. General, analysis standards
D. Class ITI, no potential for fossils
Refer to Chapter II for a complete description of these management

categories.
17. Geologic Features and Hazards
The proposed plan, specifically, is a combination of Altemative D
A. Concern Area, far feature or hazard identified for some management units and E for the remainder. Since the
ultimate goal is to eliminate BLM administration fram all these
B. None, identified lands, the issue categories assigned to the management units

essentially outline interim menagement for the BHLM.
18. Locatable (hardrock) Minerals The following describes the proposed land status change and the
interim issue management by management unit.
A, Avallable, for location of claims
B. Concern Area, available with identified minor conflict

C. Closed, to location of claims
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Mgt. Unit Acres

Manggmmt

101. Truckton
T14S R6IW
S35 40,00

/1 Private.

201. Julesburg
T11N RAAW
S18 34,04

/1 Private.

1B Disposal/l
2C None
3B General
4D Nonforest
5B Open
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9A Open
10A Cooperative
11A Open
12B General
13D Class IV
14C Roaded Natural
15E Low
16D Class III
17B None
18A Available

19A Open

20B Open

21A Standard
22-29A General

1B Disposal/l
2C None
3B General
4D Nonforest
5B Open
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9A Open
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13C Class III
14D Rural
15D High
16B Class Ib
17B None
18A Available
19A Open
20D None
21A Standard
22-29A General
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Mgt. Unit Acres

Management

202, Tamrack
TION RASW
822 80.00

/1 Public,
/2 Comty road.

1B Dispoeal/l

3A Important/3
4D Nonforest
5C Closed
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10B General

11A Open

1 Class III

14B SPM

15D High

16D Class III

17B None

18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area
20D Nooe

21B Seasanal/4

22-29A General

/3 Greater prairie chicken.
/4 Surface occupency allowed between 7/15 and 3/28 only for
greater prairie chicken habitat protection.

203, Sedgwick
TION RATW
§17  40.00

/1 Public.

1B Disposal/l
2C None
3B General
4D Nonforest
5B Open
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9A Open
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13C Class III
14B SPM
15D High
16D Class III
17B None
18A Available
19A Open
20D None
2]1A Standard
22-29A General



Mgt. Unit Acres

Managenent

204, Hay. 63
T6S RS2W
S7  36.00

/1 Private,
/2 Private road.

205, Wray
T3N R43W
S24
$25

58
88

8
8

/1 Public.

1B Disposal/1
2C None/2
3B General
4D Nonforest
5B Open
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9A Open
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13C Class III
14B SPM
15D High
16D Class III
17B None
18A Available
19A Open
20D None
2]A Standard
22-29A General

1B Disposal/l

3A Important/2
4D Nonforest
5A Leased/3
B Open

6B General
7B None

8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed

10B General
11A Open

12B General

13C Class I

14B SPM

15D High

16D Class ITT

17B None

18C Closed/4

19C Closed
20D None

21B Seasonal/5

22-29A General

/2 Greater prairie chicken.

/3 S24 leased only. Grazing lease provisions included in

disposeal.
/4 Public land order 5061 withdrawn for protection of

recreation and wildlife values.

/5 Surface occupancy allowed between 7/15 and 3/28 only for
greater prairie chicken habitat protection.
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Mgt. Unit Acres

206. Lower Bijou Cr
T2N RSW
S17 40.00

/1 Private.

1B Disposal/l

2C Nooe

3A Important/2
4D Nonforest

5B Open

6A Cancern Area/3
7B None

8B Stable/Slight

10B General
11A Open

12B General
13C Class III
14B SPM

15D High

16D Class IIT
17B None

18B Concern Area
19B Concem Area
20D None

21B Seasonal/4
22-29A General

/2 Mule deer and raptor habitat.

/3 Flood plain, provisions included in dispoeal.

/4 Surface occupancy allowed between 7/1 and 11/15 only for
mule deer and raptor habitat protection.

207. Upper Bijou Cr.
TIN R60W
S24  40.00

1B Disposal/l
2C None

3A Important/2
4D Nonforest
5B Open

6A Concern Area/3
7B None

8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed

10B General
11A Open

12B General
13D Class 1V
14B SPM

15D High

16D Class IIT
17B None

18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area
20D None

21B Seasonal/4
22-29A General

/1 Private with USF&WS consultation.

/2 Mile deer, bald eagle, and raptors.

/3 Flood plain, provisions included in disposal.

/4 Seasonal occupancy allowed between 7/1 and 11/15 only for
bald eagle and raptor nesting habitat protection.
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208. Washington 1B Disposal/l 210. Republican River 1B Disposal/l
T3S R50W 2C None/2 T5S R4SW 2A Existing/2
s21 40,00 3B General 827 79.74 C None
$23 120.00 4D Nonforest 831 40.00 3B General
160.00 5B Open s32 80,00 4D Nonforest
6B General 199.74 5B Open
7B None 6B General
8B Stable/Slight 7B None
9A Open 8B Stable/Slight
10B General 9A Open
11A Open 10B General
12B General 11A Open
13D Class IV 12B General
14B SPM 13D Class IV
15E Low 14B SPM
16D Class III 15D High
17B None 16B Class b
18A Available 17B None
19A Open 18A Available
20D None 19A Open
21A Standard 20D None
22-29A Gereral 2]A Standard
22-29A General
/1 Private.
/2 Private road to S23 only. /1 Private,

/2 County road to south parcel S32, private road to
north parcel S32 only.

1B Disposal/l
2A Existing/2
C None
3A Important/3
4D Nonforest
5B Open
6B General
7B None
8C Moderate
9B Closed
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13D Class IV
14D Rural
15D High
16C Class I1
17B None
18C Closed/4
19B Concern Area/5
C Closed
20D None
21B Seasonal/6
E Unsuitable
22-29A General

209. Bomy
58 RASW
Ssil
s15

.32
1. 60

A———

1.92

T6S R52W

/1 Private.

/1 Public with USF&WS consultation. /2 Private road.

/2 County road to the southern lot in S15, private road
to the north lot S15 only, all having walking access
across DOW lands.

/3 Bald eagle, greater prairie chicken, orange throat
darter, mule deer, and waterfowl. South Republican
State Wildlife Area and State Recreation Area.

/4 S11-ot 21 and S15-Lot 13 classified for Recreation and
Public Purposes (C-9585); S15-Lot 19 BIM order 12/22/49
withdrawn for Missouri River Basin Reclamation Project,
Bonny Reservoir.

/5 S11 open concern area and S15 closed to application.

/6 Surface occupancy of S11 allowed between 7/15 and 3/28
only for greater prairie chicken habitat protection, S15
is closed due to its proximity to Bormy Dam.
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211. Arikaree River

s2  80.00

1B Disposal/l
2C None/2
3B General
4D Nonforest
5A Leased
6B General
7B None
8C Moderate
9A Open
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13D Class IV
14C Roaded Natural
15D High
16C Class 11
17B None
18A Available
19A Open
20D None
21A Standard
22-29A General
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212, Hugo 1B Disposal/l 214, Purkin Center 1B Disposal/l
T11S R53W 2A Existing/2 T14S R58W 2C None
S2  133.58 3B General S2 40,00 3B General
4D Nonforest 4D Nonforest
5B Open 5B Open
6B General 6B General
7B None 7B None
8B Stable/Slight 88 Stable/Slight
9B Closed 9B Closed
10B General 10B General
11A Open 11A Open
12B General 12B General
13D Class IV 13D Class IV
14C Roaded Natural 14C Roaded Natural
15E Low 15E Low
16C Class I1 16C Class 11
17B None 17B None
18A Available 18A Available
19A Open 19A Open
20D None 20D None
21A Standard 21A Standard
22-29A General 22~29A General
/1 Private. /1 Private.
/2 County road.
215. Karval 1B Disposal/l
213, Boyero 1B Disposal/l T15S R5W 2A Existing/2
T13S RS2W 2A Existing/2 $26 120.00 C None
528 80.00 3B General S35 320,00 3A Important/3
4D Nonforest T16S R55W 4D Nonforest
5A Leased Sl 151.63 5A Leased
6B General 2 71.50 6B General
7B None 663.13 78 None
8B Stable/Slight 8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed 9B Cloeed
10B General 10A Cooperative
11A Open 11A Open
12B General 12B General
13C Class III 13D Class IV
14C Roaded Natural 14C Roaded Natural
15E Low 15E Low
16C Class II 16C Class II
17B None 17B None
18A Available 18A Available
19A Open 19A Open
20D None 20D None
21A Standard 21A Standard
22-29A General 22-29A General
/1 Private. /1 Public.
/2 County road. /2 County road to 526, 35, and 2 only.
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/3 Antelope and mule deer. Karval Lake Wildlife Area.
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216. Black Squirrel Cr. 1B Disposal/l 218, Steel Fork 1B Disposal/1
T16S R62W 2C None T16S RSW 2C None/2

24 40,00 3B General 86 40,00 3B General
T17S R6ZW 4D Nonforest 4D Nonforest
sl 80.02 5B Open 5B Open
9 40,00 6B General 6B General
160,02 7B None 7B None
8B Stable/Slight 8B Stable/Slight
94 Open 9B Closed
10A Cooperative 10B General
11A Open 11A Open
12B General 12B General
13D Class IV 13D Class IV
14B SPM 14C Roaded Natural
15E Low 15E Low
16C Class II 16C Class II
17B None 17B None
18A Available 18A Available
19A Open 19A Open
20D None 20D None
21A Standard 21A Standard
22~29A General 22~29A General
/1 Private. /1 Private
/2 Private road.
217. Upper Pond CR. 1B Disposal/l
TS RO8H 2C None/2 219. Upper Adobe Cr. 1B Disposal/l
% 15.17 3B General T16S RS4W 2C None/2
4D Nonforest 27 80.00 3B General
5B open T17S RS6W 4D Nonforest
6B General 3 80.00  5A Leased/3
7B None $25 120,00 B Open
88 Stable/Slight T17S RS5H 6B General
9B Closed S1  80.73 7B None
10B General §18 76,60 8B Stable/Slight
11A Open 437.33 9A Open
12B General 10B General
14B SPM 12B General
15E Low 13D Class IV
16D Class IIL 14B SPM
178 None 15E Low
194 Open 178 None
20D None 18A Available
21A Standard 19 Open
22-29A General 20D None
21A Standard
22-29A General
/1 Private.
/2 Private road.
/1 Private

/2 Private road to all except S3.
/3 83 and 25 leased only, provisions included in disposal.
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220. Wild Horse Cr.

T16S RAW
82

/1 Private,
/2 County road.

76.60

221. Cheyeme Wells

T16S R4SW
S22
s28

79.13
78.90

/1 Private.

/2 S22 and 28 leased only, provisions included in disposal.

158.03

1B Disposal/1
2A Existing/2
3B General
4D Nonforest
5A Leased
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9A Open
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13D Class IV
14B SPM
15D High
16D Class III
17B None
18A Availsble
19A Open
20D None
2]1A Standard
22-29A General

1B Disposal/1
2C None

3B General

4D Nonforest
S5A Leased/2

B Open

6B General

7B None

8B Stable/Slight
9A Open
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13D Class IV
14B SPM
15E Low
16B Class Ib/3

C Class I1

17B None
18A Available
19A Open

20D None

21A Standard
22-29A General

/3 828 class IT, S22 class Ib.
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222. W. Pond Cr.
T17S RSW

S35 320.00

/1 Private
/2 Private road.

223. Pord Cr.
T178 RS8W

sl4  40.00
S24  40.00

T178 RSM

s18  40.00

s19

146.20

/1 Private

26.20

1B Disposal/l
2C None/2
3B General
4D Nonforest
5A Leased
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13D Class IV
14B SPM
15E Low
16C Class II
17B None
18A Available
19A Open
20D None
2]A Standard
22-29A General

1B Disposal/1
2C None/2
3B General
4D Nonforest
5B Open
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13D Class IV
14C Roaded Natural
15E Low
16C Class IT
17B None
18A Available
19A Open
20D None
2]1A Standard
22-29A General

/2 Private road to Sl4 and 18 only.



Margggf\t

1B Disposal/l
2A Existing/2
C None
3B General
4D Nonforest
5A Leased/3
B Open
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13D Class IV
14C Roaded Natural
15E Low
16C Class I1
17B None
18A Available
19A Open
20D None
2]1A Standard
22-29A General

/1 Private.
/2 County road to S32, private road to S3l.
/3 31 Leased.

301. Reservoir No. 15
T9N R6W
S4  200.00

1B Disposal/l
2C None/2

3A Important/3
4D Nonforest
5C Closed

6B General

7B None

8C Moderate

9B Closed

10A Cooperative

128 General

13D Class IV

14C Roaded Natural
15D High

16C Class I1

17B None

18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area/4
C Closed

20D None

21B Seasonal/5

C Yearlong
22-29A General

/1 Public and/or private.

/2 Private road.

/3 Rainbow trout, riparian, pheasants, geese, ducks, antelope,
and mule deer.

/4 Closed within R/W C-0123766 only.

/5 No surface occupancy within R/W C-0123766; remainder, surface
occupancy allowed between 7/1 and 3/31 only for waterfowl
habitat protection.
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1B Disposal/l
2C None/2
3A Important/3
4D Nonforest
5C Closed
6B General
7B None
8C Moderate
9B Closed
10A Cooperative
11A Open
12B General
13C Class IIT
14B SPM
15D High
16C Class I1
17B None
18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area/4
C Closed
20D None
21B Seasonal/5

C Yearlong
22-29A General

302. Reservoir No. 2
Denmel Lake
TON R68W
S30  40.00

/1 Public and/or private.

/2 Private road.

/3 Warm water fisheries, riparian, pheasants, geese, ducks, and
mile deer.

/4 Closed within R/W (-01.23767 only.

/5 No surface occupancy within R/W C-0123767; remainder, surface
occupancy allowed between 7/1 and 3/31 only for waterfowl
habitat protection.

303. Reservoir No.5
T8N R68W
6  78.05

1B Disposal/l
2A Existing/2
3A Important/3
4D Nonforest
5C Closed
6B General
7B None
8C Moderate
9B Closed
10A Cooperative
11A Open
12B General
13C Class II1
14C Roaded Natural
15D High
16C Class I1
17B None
18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area/4
C Closed
20D None
21B Seasonal/5
C Yearlong
22-29A General

/1 Public and/or private.

/2 Private road to southern end and county road to northeast
corner.

/3 Warm water fisherles, riparian, pheasants, geese, ducks, and
mule deer.

/4 Closed within R/W ¢-0123767 only.

/5 No surface occupancy within R/W C-0123767; remainder, surface
occupancy allowed between 7/1 and 3/31 only for waterfowl
habitat protection.



Mgt. Unit Acres Management - Mgt. Unit Acres Management

304, Reservoir No.6 1B Disposal/l 306. Black Hollow 1B Dispoeal/l
TSN R68W 2C None/2 Reservoir 2A Existing
6  80.00 3A Important/3 T8N R67W 3A Important/2
S8  80.00 4D Nonforest S34 80.00 4D Nonforest
160.00 5C Closed 5C Closed
6B General 6B General
7B None 7B None
8C Moderate 8C Moderate
9B Closed 9B Closed
10A Cooperative 10B General
11A Open 11A Open
12B General 12B General
13C Class IIT 13C Class III
14C Roaded Natural 14C Roaded Natural
15D High 15D High
16C Class 11 16C Class II
17B None 17B None
18B Concern Area 18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area/4 19C Closed
C Closed 20D None
20D None 2C Yearlong
21B Seasonal/5 22-29A General
C Yearlong
22-29A General /1 Public and/or private.

/2 Varm water fisheries, riparian, pheasants, geese and
ducks, State Fishing Area.
/1 Public and/or private.
/2 Private road to the northemn parcel only.
/3 Warm water fisheries, riparian, pheasants, geese, ducks, and

mile deer. 307. Riverside Reservoir 1B Disposal/l
/4 Closed within R/W C-0123767 only. TSN R6IW 2A Existing/2
/5 No surface occupancy within R/W C-0123767; remainder, surface 31 240.45 3A Ymportant/3
occupency allowed between 7/1 and 3/31 only for waterfoul TGN R62W 4D Nonforest
habitat protection. sl 291.63 5A Leased/4
s2 40,00 C Closed
sl1 200,00 6B General
S12  640.00 7B None
305, Windsor Reservoir and 1B Disposal/l S13 160,00 88 Stable/Slight
Reservoir No.8 2C None/2 TGN R6IW 9B Closed
T8N R6SW 3A Important/3 S5 320.00 10B General
S18  80.00 4D Nonforest 6  659.55 11A Open
T8N ROW 5A Closed s? 404,23 12B General
S24 40,00 6B General S8 120.00 13C Class III
120.00 7B None 3075.86 14B SPM/5
8C Moderate 15B State/local
9B Closed 16D Class III
10A Cooperative 17B None
11A Open 18B Concern Area/6
12B General C Closed
13C Class III 19B Concern Area
14C Roaded Natural C Closed
15D High 20D None
16C Class II 21C Yearlong
17B None 22-29A General
18B Concern Area
19C Closed
20D None /1 Public with USF&WS consultation.
21C Yearlong /2 County road to S8, public easement to S7, HLM administrative
22-29A General easement to S31 and Sl in progress, private road to S12
and 13,
/3 Federal endangered bald eagle, state endangered white
/1 Private pelican nesting and feeding, warm water fisheries, water
/2 Submerged land. birds and riparian.
/3 Warm water fisheries and waterfowl. /4 Sections 12 and 13 land above waterline leased, west of

county road S8 closed, remainder open.

/5 Intensive recreation for wetland wildlife, fisheries, and
beaches.

/6 SL/2W of S5 and SESE of S12 closed by Executive order 5593
and rights—of-way C-17321 to the location of mining claims for
non-metaliferous minerals.
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308. Empire Reservoir 1B Disposal/l
T3N R6IW 2C None/2
sL 120,91 3A Important/3
T4N R6IW 4D Nonforest
S25 120.00 5C Closed
S35 500.00 6B General
T4N R6OW 7B None
S3 148.84 8B Stable/Slight
889.75 9B Closed
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13C Class IIT
14C Roaded Natural
15D High
16D Class ITT
17B None

18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area/4
C Closed

20D Norne

21B Seasanal/5

C Yearlong

310. Goodrich
TN ROW
6  48.13

1B Disposal/l
2C None
3A Important/2
4D Nonforest
5B Open
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9A Open
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13D Class IV
14B SPM
15D High
16D Class III
178 None
18C Closed/3
19B Concern Area
20D None
21B Seasonal /4
22-29A General

22~-29A General

/1 Public and/or private with USF&WS consultation.
/2 Private road, mostly submerged land with Colorado Division of
Wildlife access.

/1 Private (Reclamation withdrawal problem) with USF&WS
consul tation.

/2 Federally endangered bald eagle, mule deer/white tail, small
gare, and riparian.

/3 BM order 12/22/49 withdrawn for Missouri Basin Reclamation
Project.

/4 Surface occupancy allowed between 4/15 and 11/15 only for
bald eagle habitat protection.

/3 Federally endangered bald eagle, state endangered white
pelican feeding, warm water fisheries, waterfowl and riparian.

/4 Closed within rights—of-way D-013729 only.

/5 No surface occupancy within rights—of-way D-013729; remainder,
surface occupancy allowed between 4/15 and 11/15 only for bald

eagle habitat protection. 311. Bijou No. 2 Reservoir 1B Disposal/l
TGN RSW 2C None/2
21 40,00 3A Important/3
Jad $22 40.00 4D Nonforest
- N mim‘m i mmsm! ,12 $27 200,00 5C Closed
280, 6
Sl4  280.00 3 Inportant/3 ® 58 Ceneral
porep o Noaforeat 88 Stable/ Slight
S23  350.00 6B General Lop losed
827 120.00 7B None 11A Open
1790.00 8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed 12B General
1_12 14B SPM
128 062:1‘31 15D High
14C Roaded Natural/4 1872 g;:ed 1
15D High
16C Class II 19B Concern Area/5
20D None
182 Closed/5 21B Seasonal/6
19C Closed € Yearlong
20D None 22-29A General
21C Yearlong/6
22£:ng General /1 Private (Reclametion withdrawn problem) with USF&WS

/1 Public and/or private with USF&WS consultation.
/2 Jackson Lake State Park access.
/3 Bald eagle, white pelican feeding, warm water fisheries,

consultation,
/2 Private road.
/3 Waterfowl, bald eagle, and riparian.
/4 BIM order 12/22/49 withdrawm for Missouri Basin Reclamation

Project.
waterfowl and riparian, . .
4 Closed with ri -of-way D-010670
/4 Intensive recreation of fishing, wetland wildlife, and beach. /5 S27 only. gts 1 s EL/2WEE, and NASESW of

/5 SENW of S27 closed to location.
/6 SE\W of S27 unsuitable.

/6 No surface occupancy within rights-of-way D-010670, E1/2NWSE,
and NWSESW of S27; surface occupancy allowed between 4/15 and
11/15 for bald eagle habitat protection outside of the
rights—of-way D~010670.
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1B Disposal/l
2C None
3A Important/2
4D Nonforest
5A Leased
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13C Class III
14A SPNM
15D High
16D Class II1
17B None
18B Concern Area
19C Closed
20D None
21C Yearlong
22-29A General

312, sayder
TuN R56W

Sl4 40,00

/1 Public.
/2 Mule deer/white tail, waterfowl, riparian, and small game
(hartier and Berry Wildlife Areas.

313. Prewitt Reservoir
TUN R54W

1B Disposal/l
2A Fxisting/2
S 315.40 3A Important/3
s12  320.00 4D Nonforest
635.40 5B Open/4
C Closed
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13C Class III
14C Roaded Natural
15D High
16D Class IT
17B None
18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area/5
C Closed
20D None
21B Seasonal/6
C Yearlong
22-29A General

/1 Public and/or private with USF&WS consultation.

/2 Comnty road to Sl only.

/3 Bald eagle, white pelican, waterfowl, warm water fisheries,
and riparian.

/4 S1 closed for riparian area protection and offshore.

/5 Closed within R/W S-016189 and section 1 only.

/6 No surface occupancy in section 1 nor within R/W S-016189,
remainder of section 12 surface occupancy allowed between
4/15 and 11/15 only for bald eagle habitat protection.
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314. Atwood
T7N R53W
S26 40,00

1B Disposal/l
2C None
3A Important/2
4D Nonforest
5B Open
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13C Class III
14B SPM
15D High
16D Class II1
17B None
18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area
20D None
21B Seasonal /3
22~29A General

/1 Public with USF&WS consultation.

/2 Mule deer/white tail, bald eagle, waterfowl, small game, and
riparian. Luft Wildlife Area.

/3 Surface occupancy allowed between 4/15 and 11/15 only for
bald eagle habitat protection.

315. North Sterling
Reservolr
TON R53W

1B Disposal/l
2A Existing/2
3A Important/3
S3  321.18 4D Nonforest:
S4  80.00 5C Closed
S9  200.00 6B General
s10 80.00 7B None
681.18 8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10B General
11A Open

128 General
13C Class III
14B SPM/4

C Roaded Natural
15E Low

16C Class IT
17B None

18B Concern Area
19C Closed
20D None

21C Yearlong
22-29A General

/1 Public and/or private.

/2 County road to all but 2 small parcels, in S3 and 10, of
6 total. Colorado Division of Wildlife access to all by
boat.

/3 Warm vater fisherles, white pelican, waterfowl, mule deer
and riparian. Wildlife Area.

/4 S1/2 of S3 Roaded Natural, remainder SPM.
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316. Dorsey
TLIN R47W

S28  40.00

/1 Public.

/2 Vaterfowl, mile deer/vwhite tail, small game, and riparian.

Tamarack Wildlife Area.
/3 Flood plain.

/4 Surface occupancy allowed between 7/1 and 12/15 only for mule

1B Disposal/l
2C None
3A Important/2
4D Nonforest
5B Open
6A Concern Area/3
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13C Class III
14B SPM
15D High
16D Class ITI
17B None
18B Concern Area
19C Closed
20D None
21B Seasonal/4
22-29A General

deer and waterfowl habitat protection.

317. Julesburg Reservoir
TLIN RAW
S18 159,24

1B Disposal/l
2C None /2
3A Important/3
4D Nonforest
5C Closed
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13C Class IIl
14D Rural
15D High
16B Class Ib
178 None
18B Concern Area
19C Closed
20D None
21C Yearlong
22-29A General

/1 Private with USF&WS consultation.

/2 Boat access through Colorado Division of Wildlife,
/3 Bald eagle, white pelican, waterfowl, and warm water fish.
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401, Crow Creek 1B Disposal/l
T1IN R62W 2A Fxisting/2
4D Nonforest
5B Open
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13D Class IV
14C Roaded Natural
15E Low
16B Class /4
D Class III
17B None
18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area
20B Open

21D Open
22~29A General

/1 Private,

{2 County road.

/3 Antelope and raptors.

/& Class Tb east of coumty road and Class III west.

402, George Creek 1B Disposal/l
T1IN RS54 2C None
s8 80,00 3A Tmportant/2
4D Nonforest
58 Open
6B General
7B None
88 Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13C Class 1I1
14B SPM
15E Low
16B Class Ib
17A Concern Area/3
18B Corcern Area
19B Concern Area

20D None
21D Open/2
22-29A General
/1 Private.
/2 Raptors.

/3 Isolated mesas near High Plains Escarpment Geologic Feature.
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403. Two Mile Creek
T1ON R55W
s21  40.00

/1 Private.

404, Wildcat Creek
TON RS8W
26 40.00
TSN R58W
S22  40.00
S23 80.00
s27 80.00

240,00

/1 Private.

1B Disposal/l
2C None
3B General
4D Nonforest
5B Open
6B General
78 None
8B Stable/Slight
9A Open
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13D Class IV
14B SPM
15E Low
16C Class I
17B None
18A Available
19A Open
20D None
21A Standard
22-29A General

1B Disposal/l
2C None
3B General
4D Nonforest
5A leased
6B General
78 None
8B Stable/Slight
9A Open
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13D Class IV
14C Roaded Natural
15E Low
16C Class 11
17B None
18A Available
19A Open
20D None
21A Standard
22-29A General
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501. Wyoming Border
TL2N R70W
S22 34,40

/1 Private.

/2 Male deer and antelope.

1B Disposal/l
2C None
3A Important/2
4C Noncommercial
5B Open
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10A Cooperative
11A Open
12B General
13D Class IV
14C Roaded Natural
15D High
16C Class II
17B None
18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area
20D None
21B Seasonal/3
22-29A General

/3 surface occupancy allowed between 4/1 and 12/15 only for
protection of mule deer habitat.

502. Cherokee Park
T1IN R71W
S30 121.55
s34 80.00
201.55

1B Disposal/l

2C None/2

3A Important/3

4C Noncommercial /4
D Nonforest

5A Lease/5
B Open

6B Gereral

7B None

8B Stable/Slight

9B Closed
10A Cooperative
11A Open
12B General
13C Class IIL
14B SPM
15D High
16D Class IIL
178 None
18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area
20D None
21B Seasonal /6
22-29A General

/1 Public.

/2 Private road to S34.

/3 Mule deer, riparian, brown trout fishery, elk, and black
bear. Cherckee State Wildlife Area and Park.

/4 S30 forested.

/5 834 leased.

/6 Surface occupancy allowed between 4/1 and 12/15 only, for
mule deer habitat protection.
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503. Rabbit Creek 1B Disposal/l 505. Rufner Camp 1B Disposal/l
T10N R71W 2C None T1ON R70W 2C None
s30 40.00 3A Tmportant/2 s12  40.00 3A Important/2
4C Noncommercial 4D Nonforest
5B Open 5A Leased
6B General 6B General
7B None 7B None
8B Stable/Slight 8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed 9A Open
10A Cooperative 10A Cooperative
11A Open 11A Open
12B General 12B General
138 Class II 13D Class IV
14B SPM 14C Roaded Natural
15D High 15D High
16D Class IIL 16C Class II
17B None 17A Concern Area/3
18B Concern Area 18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area 19B Concern Area
20D None 20D None
21B Seasonal /3 21B Seasonal /4
22-29A General 22-29A General
/1 Public. /1 Private.

/2 Miule deer and antelope.

/3 Rock outcrops showing monoclinal structure.

/4 Surface occupancy allowed between 4/1 and 12/15 only, for
protection of mule deer habitat.

/2 Mule deer, black bear and elk. Cherckee Wildlife Area.
/3 Surface occupancy allowed between 4/1 and 12/15 only,
for protection of mile deer habitat.

504. Livermore 1B Disposal/l
TLON R70W 2A Existing/2
33 80.00 3B General 506, Hewett Gulch 1A Retention/1
5A Leased/3 S23 160.00 3A Important/3
B Open 4C Noncommercial
6B General D Nonforest
8B Stable/Slight 6B General
9A Open 7B None
10A Cooperative 8B Stable/Slight
11A Open 9B Closed
12B General 10A Cooperative
13C Class ITI LA Open
14C Roaded Natural 12B General
15D High 13C Qlass III
16C Class II 14B SPM
17B None 15D High
18B Concern Area 16D Class III
17B None

19B Concern Area
20D None

18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area

21A Standard
22-29A General 20D None
21A Standard
22-29A General
/1 Public.
/2 County road.

/3 NESW S33 leased.
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/1 USFS.

/2 valking access from USFS.

/3 Mule deer, black bear and elk.
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507. Owl Creek 1B Disposal/l 509. Masonville 1B Disposal/l
T8N R6IW 2C None T6N R70W 2A Existing/2
6 168,90 3A Important/2 S10  3.60 C None
4D Nonforest sl1  10.00 3A Important/3
5B Open 13.60 4C Noncommercial
6B General 5B Open
7B None 6B General
8B Stable/Slight 7B None
9B Closed 8B Stable/Slight
10A Cooperative 98 Closed
11A Open 10A Cooperative
12B General 11A Open
13C Class III 12B General
14B SPM 13D Class IV
15D High 14C Roaded Natural
16B Class Ib/3 15D High
C Class II 16D Class III
D Class III 17B None
17A Concern Area/4 18B Concern Area
18B Concern Area 19B Concern Area
19B Concern Area 20D None
20D None 21B Seasonal /4
21A Standard 22-29A General
22-29A General
/1 Private.
/1 Private. /2 County road to S10.
/2 Mule deer and antelope. /3 Mule deer and elk.
/3 Morrison formation outcrop Class Ib. /4 Surface occupancy allowed between 4/1 and 12/15 only, for
/4 Outcrop foming Dakota Hogback and presence of protection of mile deer habitat.

block~glide landslides.

510. Castle Mtn. 1A Retention/1
508. Goat Hill 1B Disposal/l TSN R73W 2C None
T8N R6W 2C None S23 120.00 3A Important/2
S19 44,78 3A Important/2 4C Noncommercial
4D Nonforest 5B Open
5B Open 6B General
6B General 7B None
7B None 8B Stable/Slight
8B Stable/Slight 9B Closed
9B Closed 10A Cooperative
10A Cooperative 11A Open
11A Open 12B General
12B General 13B Class II
13C Class II1 14B SPM
14C Roaded Natural 15D Higfi
15D High 16D Class III
16C Class II 17B None
17A Concern Area/3 18C Closed
18B Concern Area 19C Closed
19B Concern Area 20D None
20D None 21D Open
21B Seasonal /4 22-29A General

22-29A General

/1 National Park Service. Note: This action has taken place.
/1 Public. /2 Mile deer and elk.
/2 Mule deer, osprey, brown. trout fishery, and ripariam,
associated with the State Wildlife Area.
/3 Tilted sedimentary rocks and formation boundaries.
/4 Surface occupancy allowed between 4/1 and 12/15 only, for
protection of mule deer habitat.
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511. Gianttrack Mmm.
T4N R73W
Q 68.m

/1 USFS.
/2 Mule deer and elk.

512, Fish Creek
TN R7W
s7  40.00

/1 USFS.
/2 Mule deer and elk.

1A Retention/1
2C None
3A Important/2
4B Unavailable
5B Open
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10A Cooperative
11A Open
12B General
13C Class III
14C Roaded Natural
15D High
16D Class III
17B None
18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area
20D None
21D Open
22-29A Gereral

1A Retention/l
2C None
3A Important/2
4B Unavailable
5B Open
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10A Cooperative
11A Open
12B General
13D Class IV
14C Roaded Natural
15D High
16D Class III
17B None
18A Available
19A Open
20D None
21D Open
22-29A General
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513. St. Vrain

n

/2
/3

A
/5
/6
/7
/8
/9

1A Retention/1
TN R7IW B Disposal
114.10 4B Unavailable/4
246044 D Momt
120.00 5A Leased
80.00 6B General
681,15 7A ¥oown/5
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10A Cooperative
11A Open
12A Important/6
13C Class II1/7
D Class IV
14B SPM
15D High
16C Class II
D Class II1/8
17B None
18B Concern Area/9
C Closed
19B Concern Area
20D None
21B Seasonal/10
22=29A General

BREBEEB

S22 and 23 to USFS. $10,11,13 and 14 public with USFSWS
consul tation.

S10 private road. Walking access from USFS.

Bighorn sheep, black bear, elk, bald eagle, beaver, mule
deer and turkey.

All pections mixed forest and nonforest.

Spring in S10, 2 springs in Sl4.

813 and 14 only.

$10, 11,13 and parts of Sl4, 22, 23 Class III.

Class IT in S13, 23 and part of 14.

S10 C-17321 public water reserve — closed to mineral entry
for nonmetaliferous minerals only; S11 SESW Executive Order
3/15/1919 withdrawn for Power Site Reserve 715, SESE also
C-0124036 classified for R&PP, S13 C-(125036 classified for
R&PP, lot 3 also Secretarial Order 9/17/1943 Power Site
classification 343, lots 1 & 2 also withdrasm for Power Site
Reserve 356 by Executive Order 5/27/1914; S22,S1/2SE and
S23 Executive Order 3/21/1914 withdrawal for Power Site
Reserve 427; Sl14, lots 1,6, and 7 withdrawn for Power Site
Reserve 256 by Executive Order 5/27/1913.

/10 Surface occupency allowed between 7/1 and 12/15 only, for

protection of bighorn sheep in S10 and between 7/1 and 12/15
only, for protection of elk and bighorn sheep elseshere.
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514. Stone Canyon
3N R7OW

S8  40.00

/1 Public.:
/2 County toad.

/3 Elk and mile deer.
/4 Crest of Dakota Hogback.

601. Left Hand Cr.
T2N R7IW

26 80.00

1B Dispoeal/l
2A Existing/2
3A Important/3
4D Nonforest
5B Open
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed

10A Cooperative

12A Important
13C Class III
14C Roaded Natural
15D High

16C Class I1

17A Concern Area/4
18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area
20D None

2A Standard
22-29A General

/1 Public (powersite reservation problem).

/2 Valking access from USFS.

/3 Mule deer and elk.

/4 Boulder Mmicipal Watershed. Boulder County Recreation Area.
/5 Powersite reservation.
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/1
/2
/3
/4
/5
/6

/8

1C Specif. Review
TIN R73W 2C None/1

3A Important/2

4A Available/3

C Noncommercial
D Nonforest
850.00 5C Closed

6A Concern Area/4
7A Fnown/S

8A Problem Area
9B Closed

10A Cooperative
11A Open

12A Important
13C Class ITI

D Class IV

14C Roaded Natural
15A NRHP/6

16D Class II1
17B None

18B Concern Area/7
C Closed

19B Concern Area
20D None

21D Open/8

E Unsuitable
22-29A General

Partial access exists. _

Elk, Lefthand Creek riparian and brock trout.
Portions in all four sections.

Boulder Mmicipal Watershed.

Three springs of importance.

Switzerland Mt. NRHP, Historic Railroad, ORV closure.

SENW S6 and 1ot 9 closed to location of nonmetaliferous
minerals by Public Water Reserve.

S1/2S1/2 S1 and NI/2N1/2 S12 wmsuitable within incorporated
town of Ward.
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603. Gold Hill
TIN R7ZW

1C Specif. Review
2C None/1
3A Important/2
4A Available
5C Closed
6A Concern Area/3
B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9A Open
10A Gooperative
11A Open
12A Important
13C Class III
D Class IV
14B SPM
C Roaded Natural
15B State/Local
16D Class III
17B None
18B Concem Area/4
C Closed
19B Concemn Area
20D None
21A Standard/S
B Seasonal
D Open
22-20A General

Sl4
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/1 Partial access exists.

/2 Elk, mile deer, Lefthand Creek riparian, Fourmile Canyon
riparian.

/3 North portion is in Boulder Municipal Watershed. Faur short
lengths of flood plains totaling 1 1/2 miles.

/4 Lot 49 S21 closed by C-083388 classification for recreation
and public purposes, portions of S18 and 19 closed by
083523 classification.

/5 7/1 - 11/15 surface occupancy in S22, TIN R7IW for Bighormn
Sheep protection all in TIN R72W open. Remainder standard.

604. Kossler Lake
T1S R71IW
S10 80.00

1B Disposal/l
2C None/2
3A Important/3
4B Unavailable
5C Closed
6A Concern Area/4
78 None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10A Cooperative
11A Open
12A Important
13C Class II1
14C Roaded Natural
15D High
16D Class III
17B None
18B Concern Area/5
C Closed
19B Corcern Area
20D None
21A Standard
22-29A General

/1 Public.

/2 Walking access from USFS.

/3 Elk, mule deer and black bear,

/4 Secondary stream to the Boulder Municipal Watershed.
/5 SAW of S10 closed only.
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605. Gross Reservoir

821 127.66
s28 77.91
S29 116.22

32.79

1B Disposal/l
2A Existing/2
3A Important/3
4A Available

B Upavailable
SC Closed

6A Concern Area/4
7B None

8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed

10A Cooperative
11A Open

12A Important
13C Class I1I

D Class IV
14C Roaded Natural
D Rural

15D High
16D Class II1
17B None
18C Closed/1
19B Concern Area
20D None

21A Staiidurd
22-29A General

/1 Public (powersite reservation problem).
/2 Comty road and walking fram USFS.

/3 Elk, mile deer, black bear, golden eagle, riparian, and

rainbow trout.

/4 Bailder Mmicipal Watershed, Two short lengths of flood plain

totaling 1/2 miis.
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606. Boulder Creek

J41

/2
/3

/4

/5
/6
17
/8
/9

1B Disposal/l
2A Existing/2
3A Important/3
4B Unavailable

D Nonforest
5C Closed
6A Concemn Area/4
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed

10A Cooperative

T1S R7IW
25 39.89
S26 248.73
S27 122.29
s34 39.71
835 484.28
934.90

Public (S25 and SWSW S26 classified powersite, powersite
reservation SWNE and SW of S26, and N1/2SE of S27).
Comty road to portions, walk to most.

Mule deer, black bear, golden eagle, rainbow trout, and
riparian.

Boulder Mnicipal Watershed, Three short lengths of
flood plain totaling 1 mile.

SWNW S26, S25, portion of S35 Class II.

A1l 1/4 mile south of creek SPM.

S25 Class III only.

Eldorado Canyon geologic feature.

§25; S26; S27 S1/2NE; closed only.

/10 S25 closed.
/11 Surface occupancy allowed in S25 between 7/1 and 12/15 for

raptor and mile deer protection; and in S26, 27, 34 and 35
between 4/1 and 12/15 for mule deer protection.
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701. Golden Gate
State Park
T2S R7W
s31 280,00

T2S R72W
sl4 200,00
835 40.00
520.00

1B Disposal/l
2C None
3A Important/2
4A Available
B Unavailable
5C Closed
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10B General
11A Open
12A Important
13C Class III
14C Roaded Natural/3
15D High
16D Class II1
17B None
18C Closed
19C Closed
20D None
21D Open
22-29A General

/1 Public, classified for disposal to the Golden Gate Canyon
State Park and application for R&PP.
/2 Elk, mule deer, and riparian (S14).

/3 National Natural Landmark.

702. Eldorado Mtn.
T2S R71W
2 283.60

/1 Public and/or private.

1B Disposal/l
2C None
3A Important/2

D Nonforest

5C Closed

6A Concern Area/3
7B None

8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed

10B General

11A Open

12B General

13D Class IV

14B SPM

15D High

16C Class I1/4

D Class II1
17A Concern Area/5
18B Corxcern Area
198 Concern Area
20D None

21B Seasonal/6
22-29A General

/2 Mile deer, black bear, mountain 1ion, and riparian.

/3 Secondary stream to the Boulder Municipal Watershed.

/4 Portion of Lot 2 Class II only.

/5 Eldorado Shear Zone geologic hazard in Lot 4.

/6 4/1-12/15 seasonal occupancy for mile deer habitat protection.



Mgt. Unit Acres

Management

80L. Central City
Black Hak
T3S RI2W
S  0.45
S7  33.67
T3S R73W
sl1 108.95
sl2  72.80
715.87

1C Specif. Review
2A Existing/1
3A Inportant/2
4B Unavailable
D Nonforest
5B Open
6A Concemn Area/3
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10A Cooperative
11A Open
12A Important
13B Class I1
14E Urban
15A NRHP
16D Class III
17B None
18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area
20D None
21D Open
22-29A General

/1 Scattered tracts, many with county road access.

/2 Mule deer,
/3 Pollution problem,

Management

/1 Private.

1B Disposal/l
2A Fxisting/2
C None
3A Important/3
4B Unavailable
C Noncommercial
D Nonforest
5B Open
6A Concern Area/4
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9A Open
10B General
11A Open
12A Important
13C Class 111
14D Rural
15C Limited
16D Class III
17A Concern Area/5
18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area
20D None
21B Seasonal/6
22-29A General

/2 County road to the S33 tract, none to S34.
/3 Turkey, mile deer, riparian, and brown trout.
/4 1 mile flood plain along Clear Creek, pollution problem.

802. g';p;;zw ;EESped.fl”.Revie“ /5 Clear Creek Canyon Geologic Feature of importance.
/6 Surface occupancy between 8/1 and 3/31 only for protection
s .38 C None of habitat
S32 2.00 3A Important/2 turkey .
T3W RN 4A Available
S8 37.50 B Unavailable
S17  309.00 D Nonforest 804. Santa Fe Min. 1A Retention/l
18 202.41 5A Leased/3 T4S R72W 2C None
S20  40.00 B Open s5  40.00 3A Important/2
s21 6A Concern Area/4 si8 19.76 4B Unavailable
S22 1.19 7A Koown/5 59.76 5B Open
T3S R73W 8B Stable/Slight 6A Concern Area/3
L 325.39 9B Closed 7B None
S2  146.45 10A Cooperative 8B Stable/Slight
s13  92.21 11A Open 9A Open
Si4  53.9 12A Important/6 10A Cooperative
23 123.88 13B Class I1/6 11A Open
S24  200.00 C Class III 12A Important /4
1565.60 D Class IV 13B Class IL/4
14C Roaded Natural/7 C Class II1
15B State /Local 14B Roaded Natural
16D Class III 15D High
17B None 16D Class III
18B Concern Area 17B None
19B Concern Area 18B Concer Area
20D None 19B Concern Area
21D Open 20D None
22-29A General 21D Open
22-29A General
/1 Some tracts with existing roads but closed, others with
county road access. /1 USFS,

/2 Mile deer except north of Highway 119 and Central City S1, 31,
and 36, four sections of riparian on Russell Gulch, and North
Fork Clear Creek (and tributaries).

/3 Three leases covering 600 acres.

/4 North Fork Clear Creek Mmicipal Watershed, 4 flood plain
sections along the North Fork Clear Creek, pollution
problem,

/5 Spring in S18 T3S RI2W. _

/6 Class II corridor along higlway 119 and Maryland Mountain.,

/7 Trail riding permit.
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/2 Mile deer and elk,

/3 Secondary watershed to Clear Creek pollution problem.

/4 S5 is Class II.
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805. Idaho Spr. 1C Specif. Review 807. Silver to Fall Cr. 1C Specif. Review
TS RIFW 2A Existing/1 W RTW 24 Existing/1
S25 40,00 3A Important/2 S19  320.00 C None
$26 40.00 4B Unavailable §20 310.00 3A Important/2
s34 10,00 D Nonforest S21 200,00 4A Available
s35 150.00 5B Open S28  140.00 B Unavailable
836 300,00 6A Concern Area/3 S29 100.00 C Noncommercial
540,00 7B None S30  10.00 D Nonforest
88 Stable/Slight T3S R74W 5A Leased/3
9A Open S§20 40,00 6A Concern Area/4
10A Cooperative S21  240.00 7B None
11A Open $§22  435.00 8B Stable/Slight
12A Tmportant S§23 410.00 9B Closed
138 Class II S24 275,00 10A Cooperative
14E Urban s27  70.00 11A Open
15C Limited $28  145.00 12A Important/5
16D Class III 2695.00 13B Class II/5
17B None 14D Rural /6
188 Concern Area 15B State/Local /6
19B Concern Area D High
20D None 16D Class III
21D Open 17B None
22-29A General 18B Concern Area/7
C Closed
19B Concern Area
/1 County road access to muxch of the land, scattered tracts 20D None
lacking roads. 21D Open
/2 Mule deer, mountain lion, and one short riparian section in 22-29A General
Virginia Canyon,

/3 Pollution problem.
/1 Some county road access, Elephant Hill area lacking access
IWdSO

806. ty Divide /2 Mule deer, bighorn sheep, elk calving, two Red Tail Hawk

1C Specif. Review

s R78:ZLW 80.00 22 ﬁting/l m::sting areas, mountain lion on the western section, and 3
2 230.00 3 Tmportant/2 riparian sectlons Mill Creek, Spring Gulch, and Fall River;
3 80.00 4B U {1able Brook Trout in Mill and Fall Creeks.
T3S RI2W p ial /3 One lease covering 1100 acres.
26 145,00 D Nonforest /@ Pollution problem. :
7  195.00 5A 1/3 /5 }?iﬁs II except some west of Mill Creek near Red Elephant
gg lgggg 62 oPenG Avea/t /6 Historic Arastra just north of Dumont.
$33  120.00 7B None /7 North of Dumont .40 acres are classified for R&PP lease
S%  175.00 8B Stable/Slight closed to location.
T3S R73W 9B Closed
s21  150.00 10A Cooperative
S22 145.00 11A Open
S23 5.00 12A Important/5
S25 145.00 13B Class II/5
826  45.00 C Class II1
S27  45.00 D Class IV
S34  20.00 14D Rural
S35 5.00 15D High
S3  30.00 16D Class IIT
1745.00 17A Concern Area/6

18B Concern Area
19B Concermn Area
20D None

21D Open

22-29A General

/1 County road access to most tracts, S26, 27 and 32 lack roads,
scattered tracts lack roads.

/2 Mile deer, mountain 1ion north of Idaho Springs, and Clear
Creek riparian and brown trout.

/3 One lease covering 500 acres.

/4 Three flood plain sections along Clear Creek, pollution
problem,

/5 Class IT except the east side of sumit pesk (class IV) and
York Gulch scattered tracts (class ITI).

/6 Floyd Hill Slump Geologlc Hazard and Clear Creek Canyon

Geologlic Feature of importance east of Idaho Springs. 76
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808. Alps Mtm. 1C Specif. Review
T3S R74W 2A Existing/1
S35 100.00 3A Important/2
s36 90,00 4A Available
T3S R73W B Unavailable
830 40,00 D Nonforest
s31  230.00 5B Open
832  145.00 6A Concern Area/3
S33 140,00 78 None
s34 30,00 8B Stable/Slight
35  20.00 9B Closed
™S R73W 10A Cooperative
s3 100.00 11A Open
S4 260,00 12A Tmportant /4
S5 340,00 13B Class I1/4
S6 300.00 14D Rural
1795.00 15B State/Local/5
16D Class III

17A Concern Area/6
18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area
20D None

21D Open
22-29A General

/1 Some county road access, scattered tracts with existing

roads but closed.

/2 Elk, deer, turkey, riparian along Trail Creek.

/3 Secondary watershed to Clear Creek pollution problem.
/4 Class II except area between trail Creek and Alps road.
/5 Town of Freeland, mines, graves, cabins, arastra, horse

hares, and Bonita Smelter.,

810, Empire
T3S R74W
$28 60.00
$29 150,00
210.00

/1 County road.

1C Specif. Review
2A Existing/1
C None
3A Important/2
4A Available
B Unavailable
D Nonforest
5B Open
6A Concern Area/3
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10A Cooperative
11A Open
12A Important
13B Class 11
14D Rural
15C Limited
16D Class III
17B None
18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area
20D None
21D Open
22-29A General

/2 Miule deer and bighorn sheep.
/3 Secondary watershed to Clear Creek pollution problem.

/6 Landslide geologic hazard deposits between trail Creek 8l1. Bmpire NW 1A Retention/1
and Alps Mn. 35 R74W 2B Needed/2
S20 170.00 3A Important/3
4A Available
B Unavailable
809, Silver Mtn, 1C Specif. Review D Nonforest
T3S R73W 2C None/1 5B Open
28 100.00 3A Important/2 6A Concern Area/4
S29 180.00 4A Available 7B None
S30 160.00 B Unavailable 8B Stable/Slight
S33  30.00 C Noncommercial 9B Closed
s34 50.00 D Nonforest 10A Cooperative
T3S R74W 5B Open 11A Open
S25 340.00 6A Concern Area/3 12A Important
S26 170.00 7B None 13B Class IT
27  50.00 8B Stable/Slight 14C Roaded Natural
S$33  70.00 9B Closed 15D High
S34  400.00 10A Cooperative 16D Class III
S35  340.00 11A Open 17B None
$36  60.00 12A Important 18B Concern Area
TWS R74W 13B Class I 19B Concern Area
S4 460.00 14D Rural ' 20D None
2450.00 15D High 21D Open
16D Class ITI 22-29A General
17B Nooe
18B Concern Area
198 Concern Area /1 USFS.
20D None /2 Access acquisition in progress.
21D Open /3 Mule deer, momtain 1ion, and bighorn sheep.
22-29A General /4 Secondary watershed to Clear Creek pollution problem.

/1 Some county road access, same closed existing roads,
scattered tracts lack roads.

/2 Mule deer, bighorn, and Clear Creek riparian, brown and
rainbow trout.

/3 Two flood plain sections along Clear Creek, pollution problem.
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812, Mad Creek 1A Retention/1 8l4. Douglas Mm. 1C Specif. Review
T3S R74W 2B Needed/2 T3S R74W 2C None
S20 140,00 3A Important/3 S28 40,00 3A Important/l
$29 140.00 4A Available S33 100.00 4B Unavailable
280,00 B Unavailable s34 60.00 D Nonforest
D Nonforest 200.00 5B Open
5B Open 6A Concemn Area/2
6A Concern Area/4 78 None
7B None 8B Stahle/Slight
8B Stable/Slight 9B Closed
9B Closed 10A Cooperative
10A Cooperative 11A Open
11A Open 12A Important
12A Important 13B Class II
13B Class II 14D Rural
14D Rural 15D High
15D High 16D Class III
16D Class III 17A Concern Area/3
17B None 18B Concern Area/4
18B Concern Area C Closed
19B Concern. Area 19B Concern Area
20D None 20D None
21D Open 21D Open
22-29A General 22~29A General
/1 USFs, /1 Bighom sheep, mule deer, Clear Creek riparian, brown and

rainbow trout.

/2 Secondary watershed to Clear Creek pollution problem.

/3 Landslide geologic hazard deposits on the north slope of
Douglas Mtn. and south of Clear Creek.

/4 1ots 3,4,5,8,9 and 10 S33 closed by classification for
recreation and public purposes.

/2 Access acquisition in progress.
/3 Mule deer and bighorn sheep.
/4 Mad Creek Mmicipal Watershed.

1A Retention/1
2C None/2
29 160.00 3A Important/3
S32  390.00 4A Available
550.00 B Unavailable
D Nonforest
5B Open
6A Concern Area/4
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9A Open
10A Cooperative
11A Open
12A Important
13B Class IT
14C Roaded Natural
15D High
16D Class II1
17A Concern Area/5
18B Concern Area
198 Concern Area
20D None
21D Open
22-29A General

813. Lincoln Mm.
T3S R74W

/1 USFS.

/2 Private roads.

/3 Bighorn sheep, riparian along Bard Creek and brook trout.

/4 Secondary watershed to Clear Creek pollution prohlem.

/5 Landslide geologic hazard deposits between Lincoln Mtn. and
Bard and West Fork Clear Creeks.
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_ Mgt. Unit Acres Management Mgt. Unit Acres Management

815. Georgetom N/ 1C Specif. Review 816. Georgetown 1C Specif. Review
T3S R74H 2A Existing/1 ™S RIWW 24 Existing/1
S32  90.00 C None s4 40.00 C None
T4S R74W 3A Important/2 85  30.00 3A Important/2
S4 80.00 4B Unavailable 88 100.00 4B Unavailable
S5  400.00 C Noncommercial 817 190.00 D Nonforest
S8 170.00 D Nonforest 360.00 5B Open
s17 70.00 5B Open 6A Concern Area/3
810.00 6A Concern Area/3 7B None
7B None 8B Stable/Slight
8B Stahle/Slight 9B Closed
9A Open 10A Cooperative
10A Cooperative 1IA Open
11A Open 12A Important
12A Important/4 13B Class I
13B Class IT 14D Rural
14D Rural/5 15A NRHP/4
E Urban 16D Class III
15A NRHP/6 17A Concern Area/5
16D Class ITI 18B Concern Area/6
17A Concern Area/7 C Closed
18B Concern Area/8 19B Concern Area
C Closed 20D None
198 Concern Area 21D Open
20D None 22-29A General
21D Open
22-29A General

/1 Conty road, private roads, scattered tracts lacking roads.
/2 Bighorn sheep, mule deer, South Fork Clear Creek riparian, and

/1 Comty road, scattered tracts lacking roads, walking access brook trout.
from USFS. /3 One flood plain section along South Fork Clear Creek,
/2 Red tail hawk nesting area, Clear Creek riparian, brown and pollution problem,
rainbow trout, and bighorn sheep. /4 Georgetown NRHP and National Historic Landmark.
/3 Two flood plain sections along Clear Creek, pollution problem. /5 Landslide geologic hazard deposits between Clear Creek and
/4 North half important open space. Saxon Mtn.
/5 North half rural, south urban. /6 Closed by classification for recreation and public purposes.

/6 Georgetown NRHP and National Historic Landmark.
/7 Landslide geologic hazard deposits between Clear Creek and
Saxon M. 817. Graymont 1C Specif. Review/l
/8 Lot 14 S32, W1/2W S4, and portions of E1/2 S5 closed by ™S RISW 2A Existing/2
classification for recreation and public purposes. s14 C None
s15 3A Important/3
s16 4B Available
s B Unavailable
S22 C Noncommercial
823 D Nonforest
24 5B Open
6A Concern Area/4
7B Nooe
8B Stable/Slight

BES8EEE
38838888

2
3

16D Class II1

17A Concern Area/5
18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area
20D None

21D Open

22-29A General

/1 General policy to tramnsfer the western, large hlocks
to the USFS.

/2 County road, a few scattered tracts lacking roads.

/3 Clear Creek riparian and bighorn sheep.

/4 Gne 3/4 mile flood plain section along Clear Creek and
pollution problem.

79 /5 Avalanche zone geologic hazard.



Mgt. Unit Acres Management

818, silver Plume 1C Specif. Review
™S R75W 2A Existing/1
s13 20,00 C None
$24 160.00 3A Important/2
180.00 4B Unavailable
D Nonforest
5B Open
6A Concern Area/3
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10A Cooperative
11A Open
12A Important
13B Class II
14D Rural
15A NRHP/4
16D Class II1
17A Concern Area/5
18B Concern Area/6
C Closed
19B Concern Area
20D None
21D Open
22-29A General

/1 County road, private roads, walking access fram USFS.

/2 Bighom sheep.

/3 Secondary watershed to Clear Creek pollution problem.

/4 Georgetown Railroad NRHP and National Historic Landmark.

/5 Avalanche zone geologic hazard and landslide geologic
hazard deposit south of Clear Creek.

/6 Portion of S24 closed by recreation and public purposes lease
application.

819. Georgetown
Railroad

T4S R74W C None

S17 40.00

s18 100.00

S19 160.00

300.00 5B Open

12A Important
13B Class IT

14D Rural/4

15A NRHP/5

16D Class II1
17A Concern Area/6
18B Concern Area/7
C Closed

19C Closed/S

20D None

21D Open

22-29A General

/1 Comty roads, private roads, railroad.

/2 Clear Creek riparian and bghorn sheep.

/3 Three flood plain sections along Clear Creek, and pollution
problems.

/4 Historic railroad operating for tourists.

/5 Georgetown Railroad NRHP and National Historic Landmark.

/6 Landslide geologlc hazard deposit south of Clear Creek.

/7 Qlosed by recreation and public purposes lease and lease

application.
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820, Leaverworth Mm.,
TS R74W

§l7 80,00

s18  40.00

s19  90.00

S20 60.00

270,00

1C Specif. Review
2A Existing/1
C None
3A Important/2
4B Unavailable
5B Open
6A Concern Area/3
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10A Cooperative
11A Open
12A Important
13B Class II
14C Roaded Natural
15D High
16D Class III
17A Concern Area/4
18B Concern Area/5
C Closed
19B Concern Area
20D None

21D Open
22-29A General

/1 Comty roads, scattered tracts lack roads.

/2 Bighorn sheep and mule deer.

/3 Secondary watershed to Clear Creek pollution problem.
/4 Landslide geologic hazard deposit west of Leaversorth

Mtn.

/5 Closed by recreation and public purposes leases and

lease application.

ga
8w
88

2
3

1C Specif. Review/l
2A Exigting/2

C None

3A Important/3
4A Available

B Unavailable
5B Open

6A Concern Area/4
7B Nooe

8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed

10A Cooperative
11A Open

12A Important
13B Class II
14C Roaded Natural
15D High

16D Class 111
17B None

18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area
20D None

21D Open

22-29A General

/1 General policy to transfer east of the South Fork Clear

Creek to the USFS.

/2 Comty roads, private roads, walk from USFS.
/3 Bighorn, elk, mile deer, and South Fork Clear Creek

riparian and brook trout.

/4 Secondary watershed to Clear Creek pollution problem,

reservoir, flood plain.



Mge. Unit  Acres

Management

90l. Snyder Min.
TS R72W

27 40.00

1B Disposal/l
2C None
3A Important/2
4B Unavailable
5C Closed
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10A Cooperative
11A Open
12A Tmportant
13D Class IV
14C Roaded Natural
15D High
16D Class III
17B None
18C Closed/3
19B Concern Area
20D None
21D Open
22-29A General

/1 Private - water power withdrawal problem
/2 Elk calving and mule deer, raptors.
/3 Classified for recreation and public purpose.

Mgt. Unit Acres

Management

903, Deer Creek
58 R73W

827 40,00

/1 Public.
/2 County road.

/3 Riparian along Deer Creek,

1B Disposal/l
2A Existing/2
3A Important/3
4A Available
D Nonforest

5A Leased

6B General

7B None

8B Stable/Slight
9A Open
10A Cooperative
11A Open
12A Important
13D Class IV
14C Roaded Natural
15D High
16D Class II1
178 None
18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area
20D None

21D Open

22-29A General

broock and rainbow trout,

mule deer.
902. Mt. Evans 1B Disposal/l
T5S R73W 2A Existing/2
S13  40.00 3A Important/3 904, Crooked Top Mtn. 1B Disposal/l
4A Available T6S R73W 2A Existing/2
5B Open S35 160.00 C None
6B General 3A Important /3
78 None 4B Unavailable
8B Stable/Slight 5A Leased
9B Closed 6B General
10A Cooperative 7B None
11A Open 8B Stable/Slight
12B General 9B Closed
13B Class II 10A Cooperative
14D Rural 11A Open
15D High 12B General
16D Class IIT 13D Class IV
17B None 14B SPM
18B Concern Area 15D High
19B Concern Area 16D Class III
20D None 178 None
21D Open 188 Concern Area
22-29A General 19B Concern Area
20D None
/1 Public. 21D Open
/2 County road. 22-29A General

/3 Elk and mle deer.
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/1 Private.

/2 Walking access from USFS.

/3 Mule deer.



Mgt. Unit Acres

Management

%5, Yankee Creek
T6S R72ZW
s3 50.00

/1 Private.
/2 Walking access from USFS.
/3 Elk and mule deer.

906. Deermont
HS RITW
$23  4.00

/1 Private,
/2 Elk and mule deer.

1B Disposal/l
2A Existing/2
C None
3A Important /3
4B Unavailable
5B Open
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10A Cooperative
11A Open
12B General
13C Class III
14C Roaded Natural
15D High
16D Class III
17B None
18B Concern Area
19B Concemn Area
20D None
21D Open
22-29A General

1B Disposal/l
2C None
3A TImportant/2
4B Unavailable
5B Open
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9A Open
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13C Class III
14C Roaded Natural
15D High
16D Class III
17B None
18A Available
19A Open
20D None
21D Open
22-29A General
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Management

907. Grouse Mm.
T7S R72W
s18  7.20
S19 57.40

1B Disposal/l
2A Existing/2

C None

3A Important/3
4B Unavailable
5B Open

6B General

7B None

8B Stable/Slight
9A Open

10A Cooperative
11A Open

12B General
13C Class IIT
14B SPM

15D High

16D Class III
17B None

18B Concern Area/4
C Closed
19B Concern Area
20D None

21D Open
22-29A General

/1 Private (power project problem).

/2 Walking access from USFS.

/3 Mule deer.

/4 1ots 3 and 4 S19 closed by Federal Power Commulssion order
C-(123480 for withdrawal for Power Project 552.

908. West Resort Creek
7S R73W
S2 80.00

/1 Private.
/2 Elk and mule deer.

1B Disposal/l
2C None
3A Important/2
4B Unavailable
5B Open
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9B Closed
10B General
11A Open
12A Important
13C Class III
14B SPM
15D High
16D Class III
17B None
188 Corxcern Area
19B Concern Area
20D None
21D Open
22-29A General



Mgt. Unit Acres

909. Cathedral Spires
T7S R70W
10 80.00

21D Open
22-29A General

/1 Public, with USF&WS consultation.

/2 Peregrine falcon, prairie falcon, and mile deer.

/3 North Fork Historic District.
/4 Cathedral spires geologic feature.

910. Foxton
T7S R7OW
S20 240.00

/1 Public,
/2 Mule deer.

1B Disposal/l
2C None
3A Important/2
4B Unavailable
5B Open
6B General
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9A Open
10B General
11A Open
12A Important
13B Class 11
14A SPNM
15A NRHP/3
16D Class II1
17B None
18B Concern Area
19B Concern Area
20D None
21D Open
22-29A General

/3 North Fork Historic District.

911. South Platte
Canyon 2860

1A Retention/1

/1 USFS - Cooperative Agreement in effect

designating the USFS as managing agency. Area is a
National Natural Landmark.
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_Mgt. Unit Acres

Management

1001. Prospect Reservoir

TIN R64W
S26 64.41

1B Disposal/l
2A Existing/2
3A Important/3
4D Nonforest
5C Closed
6B General
78 None
8C Moderate
9B Closed
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13D Class IV
14D Rural
15E Low
16C Class II
17B None
18B Concern Area
19C Closed
20B Open
21C Yearlong
22~29A General

/1 Private with USFSWS consultation.
/2 County road to dam — submerged land.
/3 Waterfowl, federally endangered bald eagle.

1002, Horse Creek Reservoir

TIN R64W
s32 160.00

/1 Private.
/2 Waterfowl.

1B Disposal/l
2C None
3A Important/2
4D Nonforest
5C Closed
6B General
7B None
8C Moderate
9B Closed
10B General
11A Open
12B General
13C Class III
14D Rural
15E Low
16D Class II1
17B None
18B Concern Area
19C Closed
20B Open
21C Yearlong
22-29A General



Mgt. Unit Acres Management

1003, Manitou Springs 1B Disposal/1
T14S R67W 2A Existing/2
S7  115.90 C None
S17 40,00 3B General
155.90 4B Unavailable
5B Open
6A Concern Area/3
7B None
8B Stable/Slight
9A Open
10B General
11A Open
12A Important
13B Class 1I
14B SPM
15B State/Local
16D Class III
17B None
18B Corcern Area
19C Closed
20D None
21D Open
22-29A General

/1 Public.
/2 County road to S7.
/3 Manitou Springs mmicipal watershed.

APPENDIX C — MANAGEMENT OF SUBSURFACE ESTATE

See the draft RMP/EIS.

Change the period of time for drilling operations for greater
prairie chicken habitat to 7/15-3/28.

GLOSSARY AND ABBREVIATIONS

See the draft RMP/EIS.

Add:

Land Status — The ownership of land. This is frequently used as
land status change, in which case it means ownership

transfer to another Federal agency, disposal to state
or local agency, and disposal to a private interest.

MAPS

Refer to the draft RMP/EIS for maps.
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